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ABSTRACT 

The state profiles contained in this document are 
based on a 1989 survey of statewide or systemwide approaches to 
assessment and outcomes measurement in postsecondary education. All 
50 states, the territory of Puerto Rico, and the District of Columbia 
are included. A common format provides information on the following 
aspects: origins of the initiative, a description of the assessment 
initiative, the primary purpose of the assessment, whether or not 
conunon data or test results are collected in the state; whether 
institutions are required to report to the state about assessment or 
receive state-level approval of its initiative and how the initiative 
is funded. Additional comments provide information on state trends in 
assessment. An introductory reprint from the April 1990 issue of the 
AAHE (American Association for Higher Education) Bulletin contrasts 
the 1939 survey results with those obtained from a similar survey 
carried out in 1987. It is noted that (unlike the earlier group), 
most of the 1989 respondents clearly distinguished between assessment 
of jjasic student skills on entry and assessment of college outcoiaes; 
an increasing recognition of assessment as an identifiably distinct 
policy arena was also observed. Twenty seven states have identifiable 
assessment initiatives consisting of legislation or board policy in 
place with only eight states reporting no such initiatives being 
planned; most new state initiatives stress institutional flexibility; 
most states are requiring local fiscal support of assessment efforts; 
and most respondents saw the purpose of assessment to be 
instructional improvement rather than accountability. (DB) 
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Filling in the Mosaic 

The Emerging Pattern of State-Based Assessment 



hy Peter Ewell, Joni Finney, and Charles L'enth 



Three years ago, most of 
the action in state-based 
assessment was confined 
to a few familiar states, 
with most of the others watching 
warily from the sidelines. Now 
assessment has arrived as a fact in 
a majority of states, .^s the number 
of states actively pushing assessment 
rises, so too has institutional activity: 
seven of ten public colleges now 
claim to assess learning outcomes, 
five of those seven because of a 
mandate, according to the most 
recent American Council on Edu- 
cation panel report 

The March 1987 AAHE Bulletin 
reported results of a fifty-state sur- 
vey on state assessment policy (see 
■'Assessment and Outcomes Mea- 
surement: A View From the States"), 
jointly sponsored by the AAHE 
Assessment Forum, the Education 
Commission of the States (ECS), 
and the State Higher Education 
Executive Officers (SHEEO). At that 
point, only about a dozen states 
reported "serious efforts'* under 
way, though most expected the 
salience of assessment to increase. 



Last winter we ^ook another look. 
In parallel with the earlier effort, 
we surveyed chief academic officers 
of state governing or coordinating 
boards, requesting them to report 
on official policy initiatives under- 
taken in their states and to act as 
"expert witnesses'* about political 
climate and institutional response. 
As before, we included items on 
assessment policy and the motives 
behind it, on particular instruments 
and approaches, on resource com- 
mitments, and on future plans. 

One sign of the times was that 
we could confidently pose questions 
in 1989 that were more detailed and 
sophisticated than in that earlier 
survey. In three eventful years, we 
thought state leaders would have 
progressed considerably in their 
tliinking about assessment We were 
not disappointed. 

We obtained responses from all 
but four of the fifty-two agencies 
(including Puerto Rico and the Dis- 
trict of Columbia), either in writirg 
or by telephone interview. In a few 
states our respondents were not 
fully informed about state prac- 



tices—in New York, for example, 
assessment is a SUNY-system, not 
a state-agency initiative— but most 
were able to provide excellent sum- 
maries of what was happening. Many 
attached copies of relevant legis- 
lation, policy statements, or guide- 
lines; others shared e.xamples of 
institutional action in response. 

Our first major learning came 
from the sheer volume and char- 
acter of the response. In 1987, state 
respondents told us about assess- 
ment; by late 1989. many were able 
to show it to us. From what they 
showed us. moreover, it was clear 
that thinking about state-le\'el 
assessment has converged. Earlier, 
many respondents seemed puzzled 
by the term assessmeyu itself: they 
reported a range of tradiuonal acuv- 
ities— program review, new admis- 
sions standards, retention/com- 
pletion studies— as "assessment 
initiatives." 

This past winter's survey suggests 
that a much sharper image of 
assessment has emerged among 
state leaders, whether or not iheir 
state chooses to engage in it. 
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Most respondents, for exarnple, 
clearly distinguished efforts to 
assess college outcomes from the 
assessment of basic skills on entry— 
a distinction for the most part 
absent in 1987 Most, moreover, saw 
assessment as primarily ahom 
learning; while persisieru o and stu- 
dent satisfaction remained a com- 
mon topic for state-level study, they 
were not \iewed as "assessment" 
in themselves. Finally, though many 
respondents did see "assessment" 
as part of a more comprehencWe 
approach to undergraduate improve- 
ment, virtually all now recognized 
it as an identifiably distinct policy 
arena. 

But convergence about its mean- 
ing does not imply similarity when 
it comes to acting out assessment 
As in 1987, we were struck by the 
degree to which no two state efforts 
are alike. Some are the result of 
I direct legislation, others are 
1 *'bottcm-up" activities based on 
, coordinated action among institu- 
' tions or systems All require inves- 
■ tigation of student learning, but 
required studies under that rubric 
range widely, from basic to higher- 
order skills to achievement in the 
major field; many states add to the 
list "job placement and perfor- 
mance" and dimensions of "cus- 
tomer satisfaction.* 

All require institutional reporting, 
but the content of what is called 
for varies from the periodic com- 
pletion of process oriented projfess 
reports to detailed reporting of com- 
parative achievement data. Some 
are supported by substantial infu 
sions of new state dollars: many 
more require the use of state appro 
priations from the base budget 

Given these variations, determin- 
ing "what the states are doing" in 
assessment remains an e.xercise 
to approach with caution With this 
caveat in mind, we looked for com- 
monalities and asked, what do they 
mean? Briefly, we believe today's 
pattern of state assessment initi- 
atives can be captured in four cross- 
cutting themes. 



! "The Train Is Rolling Fast" 
Very fw slates at this point have 
nothing to say about a.ssessrnor:t 
Twenty sevon ropori ha\inj^ in place 
^ an idei'itifiahhf "ass^.ssuHMii initia- | 
[ live" consisting of IcMislarion nr j 
r board policy. j 
; At least an additional half doz(»n j 

4/AAHK BIJIJ>rnN7Al'i<lI. JWHI 



say they "encourage" or "provide 
active leadership" for assessment 
I through sponsored conferences. 
; limited grant support, or similar 
1 activities. These include Illinois. 
Kentucky. Massachusetts, New 
Hampshire, and Utah. .Most of this 
. secot)d grotip of states report that 
I a formal assessment policy has not 
been implemented but is under 



Forthemostpart; : . 
. states are now 
asking foD 
. assessment but 
are not directly 
paying for it with. 
flew state dollars.- 



Study—often by a special board/ 
staff committee or vjtatewide task 
force. Some, such ais Illinois or Mas- 
sachusetts, report an "advisory" pol- 
icy, often linked virith statewide plan- 
ning or program review. 

Only eight of the for^ -eight 
states— North Dakota, Delaware. 
Nebraska. Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, 
Michigan. Vermont, and Wyoming- 
report nothing in place and nothing 
immediately planned. Even with 
some of these, "nothing" means 
"nothing statewide and applicable 
to all public institutions." In Ver- 
mont, there is no universal mandate, 
but the state's regional public col- 
leges must indeed provide student- 
outcomes data as part of a mandated 
review of academic programs. 

Another way to chart the course 
of the ''train" is to ask about the 
future importance of assessment 
as a policy issue. Twenty-eight of 
forty-three respondents answering 
a question we posed on this topic 
believe that its salience will increase. 
The remaining fifteen respondents 
expect its salience to "stay the 
same but ten of these fifteen have 
acuve policies already in place. 

Taken together, these findings 
suggest that an important corner 
has been turned: assessment policy 
is no longer experimental, it has 
been "maitisi reamed." Slates not 
already in the; game will undoubtedly 
feel presscrc U) make a move soon. 

"There's Room to Maneuver 
. . . vSo Far^' 

Most wovj slate initiatives in 



j assessment are board policies that 
I allow institutions ne.xibility to estab- 
' lish their own approaches. Of the 
twenty sevcMi formal mmatives 
reported, eighteen follow the pattern 
, pione(T(?d by Virginia and Colorado 
each institutior\ is required to 
develop an 'assessmeni plan" con- 
I sistent with its own mission, and 
to report periodically on results. 

Wh.ere actual legislation is m the 
picture, it tends to include assess- 
ment as part of a more comprehen- 
sive "reform" package, and leaves 
it up to state higher educauon 
authorities to define the require- 
ment and proceed. Typical of some 
half-dozen reform bills are "Cutting 
Edge" legislation in South Carolina 
,and SB 140 in Ohio; both aim at gen- 
eral improvement in higher edu- 
cation and call for assessment as 
part of more comprehensive report- 
ing and targeted-investment 
schemes. 

Board-level initiauves are also 
someumes comprehensive, uith 
assessment fit into a larger reform 
or study package— the statewide 
strategic plans of Connecticut and 
Idaho, for example, or reviews of 
undergraduate education in Illinois. 

Statev.ide mandated assessmeni 
instruments— the paramount fear 
of most faculty and institutional 
leaders— remain a.rarity. Across- 
the-board cognitive-outcomes test- 
ing for college students is in place 
in only four states, and all but one 
of them have used the device for 
some ume (Florida. Georgia, New 
Jersey, and Tennessee); it is "con- 
sidered possible" in only one more 
state (Wisconsin). Only Florida s 
is a true "gateway" examination on 
the K- 12 model. 

Three states reported that they 
had recently considered (or had 
actually tried) common-outcomes 
testing and had rejected it as infeas- 
ible or inappropriate. Basic-skills 
testing for entering students is more ; 
frequent, but still only four states 
report complete commonality- 
(Texas. New Jersey, Arkansas, and 
Vermont). Three more states 
require institutions to citoose 
among a designated universe of 
available tests. 

Beyond the cognitive domain, 
common data collection is more 
frequent but is still not the norm. 
Pour states report using periodic 
student or alumni surveys in com- 
mon. Twelve report developing siato- j 
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' wide comparative .statistics on stii 
dent rcieniioiu 

U) sum. most states appear rcliK 
Mni III lc><islaic lommon oiit( i»incs 
measures of any kind, fearing their 
[loliiical cnst in institutional oppo- 
suion and adverse minority impat t. 
Hill i»rn\ving ir i nuntiibiiity demands 
make the future of common mea 
suro.s uncertain As one SHEEO put 
It. "It ail depends on how msil 
tuiU)ns respond if they do.Vt take 
the [)rocess seriously, ihc-re will be 
an enormous pressure to centralize." 

"You on Your Own" 

The other side of relative freedom 
of action lies in heightened expec- 
tations about local fiscal support 
for assessment For the most part, 
states are now asking for assessment 
bui are not directly paying for it with 
new state dollars. 

Only six of the twenty-seven for- 
mal initiatives reported have a sub- 
stantial funding base that provides 
insuiutions with new dollars or that 
will support new statewide data- 
collection efforts (Florida, New Jer- 
sey, Tennessee, Texas. Virginia, and 
Washington). Most of these fund 
programs that have been in place 
for some time. Most of the newer 
inidatives do not have explicit 
biidgc-ts associated with them; insti- 
tutions must absorb additional coFts 
wirhin their exisring base. 

An additional four or five slates 
report spcu ial. one-dme investments 
ranging from S25.000 to $500,000 
fjir pilot studies or exploratory activ- 
ities In .supporting initial pilots. 
ih(»se states duplicate the develop- 
mental pattern of Virginia and New 
Jersey, which preceded substandal 
expenditures on assessment with 
' a variety of exploratory investments. 
J In Washington, $300,000 was 

spent on a major stuoy exploring 
. available standardized general 
' education examinations— following 
\ wliirJi a decision was tnade to go 
j the other way. with an institudon 
! centered approach. In Minnesoi^j. 
I Snoo.ooo was allocated for a range 
of pilot c'fforLs across insntutions 
Most of these initial investmetus 
were modes! in six.c atid invoKed 
siihstantiai co.st sharing by 
msiiiuiions 

A half dcjy.en slates su[)port 
assessment ai selected institutions 
• through iiu-eniive t)r raiegorn al 
. funding nier iianisms hi Color jdo. 
' assesstiient has been partially sup 



ported through 'funds for excel- 
lence" grants to individual insdtu- 
tions. In South Carolina, similar 
funds are available through "Cutting 
Edge" appropriations aimed at gen- 
eral higher education improvement 
In Maryland, " reorganizauon dol- 
lars" help insriiutions adapt to a new 
state governance striicrure and its 
associated reporting requirements. 



The oyerwhelming; 
pub|i^ostiire for 
state assessment 

remainsV ' 
"improvenje^nt," 
not 

"accountability;: ; 



In all such cases, institutions apply 
for assessment support through 
a general-purpose grant-making 
process— an action with significant 
opportunity costs if they have other 
worthy programs that they wish 
supported through available cat- 
egorical funding. 

Overall, the level of fiscal support 
for assessment in most new state 
initiatives contrasts strikingly with 
the earlier pattern set by states such 
as Florida. Tennessee. New Jersey, 
and Virginia. Partly this reflects 
actual fiscal conditions, as many 
states report ^rowing budgetary 
problems, but mosdy it reflects an 
emerging policy sentiment that 
assessment should not be consid- 
ered an "add-on" activity. Legislauve 
feeling, as one respondent noted, 
is that "this is something the insti- 
tutions should have been doing all 
along." 

**It'sStm About I^arning^^ 

In contrast with much of 
internal rhetoric about assessment's 
purposes, the overwhelming public 
posture for state assessment 
remains "improvement," not 
"accountability." 

Thirty one of thirty-nine respon 
(icnts to a (luestion about assess- 
ment's "primary purpose" in their 
state report it to be "'institutional 
S(:lf-im[)roveineiu ' or "curricular 
reviuilix.atlon." Three state respon- 
dents see as.sessment's primary p ir- 
[)o.se as ihni of establishing mon 
uniform acaciemic standards While 
fifteen feel ttiat "demonstrating ihe 



1 effectiveness of higher education 
I to the legislature and the public 
' is a "major purpose" of their pro- 

grams, cmly six respondents report 
. this as a.ssessmeni's primary 
; emphasis. 

i Respondent comments about 
, 'hov^ assessment has helped shape 
our thm\ing" reinforce the priority 
of academic over accountability 
issues. Several noted a major impact 
in, reducing 'system discontinuities ' 
hindering student transfer or tran- 
sition from high school to college. 
"Concern with assessment has made 
it easier for people to talk about 
-course equivalencies . . . and this 
is badly needed." one respondent 
told us. Another emphasized the 
impact the process was having on 
transferability in general education. 

But most respondents were 
simply impressed by assessment's 
ability to "focus attention" on under- . 
graduate issues in new and com- j 
pelling ways. As one summarized, ^ 
"I think that all involved (in our j 
state) have learned that 'assess- i 
ment,' properly understood, engen- i 
ders creativity and is a means by i 
which to elevate collective aspira- ♦ 
tions for institutional performance. 
... To the extent that it is institu- ' 
tionally useful, it wili be successful." 

In Sum • 

We believe that, taken together, 
these survey results point to an 
emerging policy consensus. State i 
leaders are beginning to agree that 
when handled properly, assessment 
can be a powerfjil "lever for j 
change." Coupled with such existing 
policy mechanisms as marginal 
incentive funds or program review 
authority, assessment can help sta.e i 
leadership become more proactive J 
in addressing critical issues of ; 
instructional quality and curricular 
coherence. Willingness to act is itself ; 
a decisive development; up to now, j 
most states have been content to . 
allow institutions full discretion in i 
such matters. 

The "bottom line" of current inid- 
atives in assessment, we believe, is 
that state-level resolve is becoming 
both insistent and permanent. a 



Note 

.More tlfiaik'd .siirv»»y findings will appear 
III a forthcoiiirng KCS publicauon. For 
more infornuiuon. contact Join Finney. • 
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STATE INITIATIVES IN ASSESSMENT AND OUTCOME MEASUREMENT: 
TOOLS FOR TEACHING AND LEARNING IN THE 1990s 

by Christine R. Paulson 



The following state profiles are based on responses to the latest ECS survey of 
statewide or systemwide approaches to assessment and outcomes measurement. The 
survey was cosponsored by the Education Commission of the States. (ECS), the 
American Association for Higher Education (AAHE) and the ;>tate Higher Education 
Executive Officers (SHEEO). 

The profiles are based on responses to a 10-page questionnaire that was mailed to 
SHEEO academic officers last fall. In many cases, they responded not only vnth 
answers to the questionnaire, but also with relevant reports and policies. In other 
cases, the questionnaire was answered through telephone interviews. In a number of 
cases, pertinent information was obtained through follow-up interviews after the survey 
form had been returned. 

The foregoing process was instrumental in bringing about thorough results: all 50 
states, the territory of Puerto Rico and the District of Columbia are represented in 
this summary due to the help of respondents from each of these areas. 

A common format has been developed for each state profile to answer some of the 
most commonly-asked questions regarding state and institutional assessment. The 
format targets the following areas concerning postsecondary assessment: Origins of 
the initiative; a description of it; the primary purpose of assessment; whether or not 
common data or test results are collected in the state; whether institutions are 
required to report to the state about assessment or receive state-level approval of its 
initiative and how the initiative is funded. In addition, the respondent was asked to 
provide any additional comments pertinent to assessment as it is evolving in that 
particular state. 

In writing these summaries, the intent was to provide specific information about each 
state's assessment initiative to serve those who are most closely associated with the 
issue. It is hoped this data will provide a basis for con parison and analysis that will 
equip academic professionals and state policy makers with the information they need 
to improve teaching and learning in postsecondary- classrooms in the critical years 
ahc i. 
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ALABAMA 
Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

The staff and members of the state Commission on Higher Education initiated the 
assessment policy, and continue to take a major interest in its development. As the 
policy directs state higher education institutions to develop their own assessment 
procedures, the institutional role has become a major one as assessment plans are put 
into place. 

Description of the Initiative: 

The Alabama Commission on Higher Education adopted a policy in May 1988 
requiring each institution to put into place an assessment program. , The institutions 
were required to describe the form of assessment they planned to use in the 
institutional planning statements they submitted in July 1989. 

No mandates to institutions are provided for in the policy, as it is designed to develop 
assessment through voluntary compliance and persuasion. A possibility exists that at 
some point future program approval may hinge to some extent on compliance with 
assessment objectives. 

The policy on "Institutional Effectiveness and Assessment of Student Learning 
Outcomes" was developed and adopted along with 14 other initiatives designed to 
enhance quality in state institutions of higher education. These related policies 
address such issues as academic preparation for college-level study; ftinding formulas; 
student aid; admission standards; general education; articulation from two- to four- 
year institutions; program acaeditation and program review. 

Primaiy Purpose: 

Statewide improvement of undergraduate education. 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

At this point institutional assessment plans are voluntary and to be developed by the 
institutions themselves. There is no state-level collecrion of test results or data from 
common instruments. 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

The institutions are required to submit assessment plans to the Commission on Higher 
Education for comment, but not for formal approval. The first set of assessment 
plans was presented in July 1989, and the first set of annual results on these plans 
will be heard in July 1990. 



7 



Funding: 

No new nor distinct funding was attached to the assessment policv. The Dolic\' is 
intended at this time to be funded through current appropriations' 

Comments: 



Members of the Commission on Higher Education are interested in using incentive 
ftindmg to promote assessment within the institutions if funding could be found for 
tnis puqjose. Approval of new academic programs could possibly then be tied to 
successful outcomes as measured by the institutional assessment policies 



Contact Person: 



William O. Blow 

Deputy Executive Director 

Alabama Commission on Higher Education 

One Court Square, Suite 221 ' 

Montgomery, Alabama 36197-0001 

205-269-2700 




ALASKA 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

The commissioners of the Alaska Commission on Postsecondaiy Education initiated a 
process of policy inquiry in the spring of 1990 focused on assessment processes as an 
avenue of demonstrating accountability and effectiveness. The Board of Regents of 
the University of Alaska also incorporated a model of system assessment in its 
program evaluation process reviewed at the April 1990 meeting. 

Description of the Initiative: 

While no initiative is currently in place, the ACPE will be actively investigating the 
possible direction and scope of assessment processes when it convenes two work 
groups which will meet this summer. One of the groups will address assessment in 
the vocational area, and the other will concentrate on assessment in academic 
subjects. Several principles will guide the process. They are: 

• The primary purposes of assessment are to strengthen the quality and 
effectiveness of schools and systems in relation to the performance of their self- 
defined missions. 

• Students are to be priority beneficiaries of quality assessment processes. 

• The missions and operations of the various postsecondary schools are distinct, 
and accountability assessments must take these differences into account 

• Regulatory intrusion into the administration, routines and operations of schools 
and institutions should be minimal. 

• The various postsecondary schools and institutions must be centrally involved in 
design and development of assessment policy. 

• Schools must be held accountable for clear statements of their missions and 
expectations for student learning; for appropriate, systematic efforts to measure 
the attainment of these expectations, and for efforts to improve learning as a 
result of these assessments. 

In preparation for the work sessions and policy inquiry process, the ACPE has sent a 
letter actively seeking comments, concerns and suggestions as to the development of 
an effective assessment criteria. The letter was sent to a diverse group of individuals 
concerned with higher education, such as members of academic, vocational and 
proprietary schools, and major employers. Development of an assessment policy is to 
include legislators, institutional admim'strators, members of the public, the faculty, 
representatives of the govenung and coordinating boards, among others. 

The letter also contained information on assessment itself and included background 
on policies in place in other areas, such as measurement of basic skills; lower-division 
outcomes assessment; general education/intellectual skills assessment; exit exams in 
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the major o" concentration; alumni surveys as to satisfaction with their education and 
job prepara<>»n; and computer-skills assessment 

Contact Person: 

Qayton McDowall 

Assistant Director for Poliqr 

Alaska Commission on Postsecondary Education 

P.O. Box FP 

Juneau, Alaska 99811-0599 
907-465-2854 
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ARKANSAS 
Origiiis of Assessment Interest in the State: 

The governor and the legislature together with the staff of the state Department of 
Higher Education were all major initiators of the staters assessment initiatives. Most 
involved now in developing and implementing the assessment initiatives are the 
members of the institutions of higher education, and the staff and board members of 
the Department of Higher Education. 

Description of the Initiative: 

The mandates related to assessment are contained in several bills passed by the " 
legislature. They are: 

1989 ArJc Act 98 - This legislation authorizes the state Board of Higher 
Education to identify a minimum core of high school couises recommended for 
preparation of college and to set a minimum general education cok which may 
be transferred among the state institutions of hi^er education. It also requires 
that beginning with the M 1991 semester, each state-supported institution of 
higher education shall implement an assessment program to evaliiate student 
learning within the general education core curriculum. Board of Higher 
Education approval of these plans is required prior to implementation. 

1989 Ark. Act 244 - This new law requires annual performance reviews of all 
faculty members of state-supported institutions of higher education beginning 
with the 1990-91 school year. The review is to be "rigorous" and serve at least 
in part as a basis for feailty promotion, salary increases and job retention. 
The performance appraisal system is to be approved by the State Board of 
Higher Education prior to implementation. 

1989 Axle Act 245 - Requires imiform reporting of athletic income and 
expenditures at all state-supported institutions of higher education with annual 
review by the Legislative Joint Auditing Committee and disclosure to the public 
through the State Board of Higher Education. A report on these findings is to 
be submitted prior to the legislative session conunencing in January 1991. 

1989 Ark. Act 267 - Mandates the development of a data collection system in 
order to report retention and graduation rates for ail students enrolled at state 
colleges and universities, with particular emphasis on those participating in 
intercollegiate athletic programs. For those students in a sports program, the 
data on retention and graduation must be collected as of the fall of 1989, and 
for the student population as a whole, the initid report on the findings of 
retention and graduation is due by December 15, 1993. 

1989 Ark. Act 397 Requires the State Board of Higher Education to 
establish "role and scope designations" for each of the state-supported 
institutions of higher education. The designations are to be completed by 
January 1, 1990, and fully reviewed every five years. 
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fci accordance with these dir«ctioas and mandates, the state Department of Higher 
Education ,s putting into place the ineemal processes and procedures necessary to 
implement the assessment, general education, data coUection and other mandates. 

Primary Purpose: 

Statewide improvement of undergraduate education. 

Are Common Df ta or Test Results CoUected Acit)ss the State? 

1989 legation, data coUection procedures are being developed for 
a^mg basic sl^ of students entering state coUeges and universities; for assessing 
ackevement on tiie general education core which is under development at these 
institutions, and for determining retention rates of admitted students. Currently 
results of assessment and placement of enteiing students in the coUeees and 
umversities are reported back to the high schools from which they graduated. 

Is Reporting or Appraval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

^.nf.S't^'^-'' T^^^^ as^ment and placemem data is to improve student 
preparation; the pnmaiy function of program review is to enhance program 

SS^p™?^ ""^^^ °' - 8-^-1 core is 

Funding: 



Assessment is currentiy being funded out of current appropriations. 
Comments: 



The issues access and quali^ enhancement are other concerns of the assessment 
imtiauves. These programs are being Knked to simHar reforms being undertaken at 
tiie elementaiy and secondary levels. Assessment seems to have developed greater 
commonahty among the state's coUege programs and focused more attention on 
program quauty. 



Contact Person: 



John Spraggins 
Deputy Director 

Arkansas DepL of Higher Education 
1220 West Third Street 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 
501-371-1441 



12I6 



ARIZONA 



Orin^ of Assessment Interest in the State: 

The assessment directive was developed by the staff of the Arizoiia Board of Regents, 
and adopted by the B'jard in 1987. Currently most involved in its implementation are 
tlie institutions, and the staff and members of the Board of Regents. 

Description of the Initiativ- 

The Board of Regents has directed each university to develop and implement a 
comprehensive assessment program and to report annually on the results. 

Primary Pnipose: 

The major purposes are the improvement of undergraduate education and to focus 
attention and activity on the postsecondaiy curricula. 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

Data collection procedures are in the dt. 'elopmental stage. 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

Inslimtions are to submit plans of their assessment programs every year in May, but 
formal approval by the Board is not required. However, the Board has the authority 
to hold the instimtional President accountable for comph'ance with the plan. 

Funding: 

Assessment is fimded by the individual instimtions through current resources. 
Comments: 

The future direction of assessment will depend upon how well the instimtions respond 
to the current directive which allows them full latimde to develop and implement 
tlieir own programs. 

Contact Person: 

Odus y. Elliott 

Associate Director for Academic Programs 

State Board of Regents 

3030 North Central Avenue, Sm"te 1400 

Phoenix, Arizoja 85012 

602-255-4082 
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CALIFORNIA 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

California has no state-leve! mandate for assessment, but reUes on the institutions to 
assess student leammg and achievement However, through the state budgetary and 
legislative process, elected officials become involved in instimtional assessment 

Currently, the major actors in institutional assessment are the legislature and the 
board of the California Postsecondary Education Commission. The institutions are 
prananly responsible for student assessment 

Description of the Initiative: 

Two recent pieces of legislation reflect goals related to assessment of student learning 
Both sponsored by Assemblyman Tom Hayden, they are: 

• Assembly Concurrent Resolution 141 of 1986 ~ This directed the Commission 
to stu(fy use of "talent development, value-added, and performance-based 
budgeting (as applied) to measuring and improving the quality of higher 
education." In response, the Commission researched and pubUshed a report in 
March 1987 called Funding Excellence in California Hig her FHnr^^^p 

• Assembly Bill 2016 of 1987 - This directed the Commission to develop options 
for measurmg and improving students' learning and development in coUege 
including funding approaches to support these options. In response, the ' 
Commission published Bevond assess ment: Enhandng the leaminp ^ r^^ 
tigvelopment of California's changing stu d ent pnpulatinn in December 1988. 

At the institutional level, the institutional assessment programs are expected to 
address student satisfaction, remediation/developmental instruction, and 
retention/completion rates. 

Primary Purpose: 

The major focus in the state towards assessment has been to leverage additional 
financial support for higher education; to pubHcly demonstrate the effeaiveness of 
higher education to the legislature and the pubUc, and to stimulate action and 
attention to the curricula at the instimtional level. 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

Not applicable. There is no state-level reporting of student achievement The 
Commission does maintain and report data on degree completion by level of degree 
ethnicity, gender and major. ^ ' 



Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment initiatives? 

Institutions are not required to submit assessment plans to the state for fonnal 
approval. However, the institutions are required to annually report the number of 
students who enroll in Subject A, a remedial writing course. The course is required 
of students who enroll in Uie University of California and fail a writing exam* This 
exam is required of high school who have not met the breadth requirements in 
English* 

The legislature in its FY89 appropriations act also recommends that UC report back 
to local school boards the total number of their graduates enrolling in UC, and the 
percentage of that group who were required to take Subject A. 

Other statewide reporting includes student enrollment, student and faculty 
demographics, graduation rates by degree, faculty salaries, and transfer rates from two- 
year to four-year institutions. 

Funding: 

Most student-oriented assessment is paid for with institutional funds. Normally a 
special state appropriation will cover an assessment of institutional/program 
performance. The Commission fimds the ongoing review and approval of new 
programs through its base appropriations. 

Comments: 

Tlie Commission will continue to review issues of accountability and assessment in 
higher education in order to better ascertain the state's historical role in these 
funcxions, and to determine the need, if any, for change. 

Contact Person: 

Cathrine Castoreno 

Legislative and Budget Analyst 

CaUfomia Postsecondary Education Commission 

1020 12th St, 3rd Floor 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

916-322-8012 
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COLORADO 
Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 



The state legislature mandated in 1985 that public postsecondary institutions develop 
an assessment process. Under this directive, the institutions are now the most hea^dly 
mvolved m the development or assessment procediires. 

Description of the Initiative: 

S'hiS a bill in 1985 (HB IW) that mandated that "institutions 

of higher educauon be held accountable for demonstrable improvements in student 

rH^J'l^ ^^'^l^T^' examination." In addition, by 

• L the law authorizes the Colorado Commission on Higher Education to 

withhold up to 2% of Its appropriation if it aas not implementecT or is failing to 
implement, any part of the accountability program. 

A policy based on the^legislation, now Colo. Rev. Stat 23-13-101, was subsequently 
approved by the CCHE. It required the governing boards of the state's 28 pubKc 
p^condary institutions to submit accountability plans for each institution to the 
""^"'ah' .^^CCHE had until March 1989 to consider and 
approve the plans. AU mstituUonal boards compUed and the plans were aU approved 
Assessment data cdlected by each institution was reported for the first time on 
October 1, 1989. Tlie CCHE compUes the information submitted by institutions into 
an annual accountabihty report which is also required by the legislation. 

Sff/^'JSSS^^^!^ t° ^« '°<^^"ded in each institutional assessment plan, as stipulated 
in the CCHE pohcy, covers: r « 

• A description of the process used in developing the institutional accountability 
program, including mvolvement of the public-at-large and t'le specific groups 
who partiapated. ^ v 

• A statement of institutional goals and objectives for undergraduate education. 

• A statement of expectations for student outcomes in terms of knowledge 
intellectual^pacity and skills, which may also cover student growth as reflected 
by self-confidence, persistence, leadership, empathy, social responsibility and 
understanding of cultural and intellectual differences. 

• A description of how student improvement from entrance to graduation will be 
assessed, used and reported. ^ 

• A description of how the institution will collect and report student retention 
and completion information. 

A description of how graduates' performance will be measured in terms of 
scZd^""^"^ ^^""""^ advancement, and achievement in graduate/professional 
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• A description of how information on student/alumni satisfaction with their 
education will be assessed and used. 

• A description of how minority student data will be disaggregated and reported 
in accordance with affirmative action objectives. 

• An estimate of costs involved in implementing the accountability program, and 
a description of the funding resources used. 

• A description of how each institution will disseminate the results of its 
accountability plan, in addition to the required reporting to the CCHE. 

Primaiy Purpose: 

The primaiy purpose is improvement of undergraduate education statewide through 
individual institutional improvements. 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

The institutions are devising their own institutional data collection and reporting 
systems which meet CCHE approval. 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

The CCHE has approved the accountability plans submitted by the institutional 
governing boards. Reporting of data collected through these plans is required by 
October 1 of each year with compiled results to be forwarded to the state legislature. 

Funding: 

Institutions are expected to fund the accountability plan through its annual 
appropriation. Failure to submit or comply with the plan could result in a reduction 
of up to 2% of the institution's funding. 

Comments: 

The accountability initiative has prompted a recognition that general education needs 
to be perceived as a coherent body of knowledge, and that the outcomes of a general 
education need to be articulated for students to become fully educated. The initiative 
reflects this shift towards greater integration of the student's educational experiences. 
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Contact Person: 



Stepharde Oinningham 

Academic Affairs Officer 

Colorado Commission on Higher Education 

1300 Broadway, 2nd Floor 

Denver, Colorado 80203 

303-866-2723 
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CONNECTICUT 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

The Board of Governors for Higher Education in 1986 identified assessment as a 
staf wide strategy for enhancmg undergraduate education. The basic strategy adopted 
in Connecticut has been to call upon each institution to develop a five-year 
assessment plan. 

Description of the Initiative: 

The Board of Governors Strategic Plan for Higher Education adopted in 1986 calls 
upon public colleges to develop comprehensive assessment strategies as a way to 
strengthen undergraduate education. The Board commenced the effort with a 
statewide conference on institutional assessment in 1987 which focused on model 
assessment initiatives around the country. Copies of these proceedings are available 
from the Board office. The Commissioner of Higher Education subsequently 
appointed an advisory committee which developed Statewide Guidelines for 
Institutional Assessment adopted by the Board of Governors in May 1989. The 
guidelines call for the development of institutional assessment plans by each public 
college and university that are to be submitted to the Board no later than June 1990. 

The assessment plans are to be phased in over a fi"e-year period with the initial 
report to. the Board on implementation required by June 1991, with subsequent 
reports due on a biarmual basis thereafter. The assessment plans are to reflect the 
institution's historic role and mission, with particular attention to the following: 

• Clearly defining educational goals and objectives that are linked to institutional 
mission, role and scope. 

• Measuring how effectively rtated goals and objectives are being achieved. 

• Utilizing the results of assessment to further enhance teaching and learning. 

Specifically, the institutional plans are also to provide for assessment in th' following 
areas: (a) general education; (b) academic programs; (c) basic skills testing, placement 
and remediation; (d) retention; (e) student development; and (f) follow-up on 
graduates. 

Inaependent colleges and universities are encouraged to participate on a voluntary 
basis. 

Primary Purpose: 

The primary purpose of the state's assessment initiative is the improvement of 
undergraduate education. 
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Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

The assessment initiative relies upon each sector of higher education to develop its 
own testing program. Currently the regional community colleges are using a basic 
skills test systemwide. 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

•Tlie assessment plans developed by the institutions are to be submitted to the Board 
of Governors for review. The institutions will submit biannual assessment reports to 
the Board beginning in 1991. 

Funding: 

No special funding has been provided for assessment, to date. 
Contact Person: 

Mark D. Johnson 
John W. Walters 

Board of Governors for Higher Education 
61 Woodland Street 
Hartford, Connecticut 06105 
203-566-3912 
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DELAWARE 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

No assessment policies or legislation are in effect at this time. 

Comments: 

Interest in assessment as an issue is expected to stay the same in the coming year or 
two. 

Contact Person: 

John F. Corrozi 
Executive Director 

Postsecondaiy Education Commission 
Carvel State Office Building 
820 French Street 
Wihniugton, Delaware 19801 
302-571-3862 
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

At the district level, there are no assessment policies in effect at this time. Some 
may be forthcoming if the recommendations of The Urgent Challenge are put into 
effect The publication was issued in November 19^*8 by the Mayor's Advisory 
Commission on Postsecondary Education. Among its recommendations is the 
establishment of an education commission or board to coordinate education policy 
development across agency and institutional lines. 

Contact Persons 

Eloise C. Turner, Chief 
Sheila Drews, Deputy Chief 

D.C. Office of Postsecondary Education, Research and Assistance 
2100 Martin Luther King, Jr. Ave., S.E., Suite 401 
Washington, D.C. 20020 
202-727-3685 
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FLORIDA 
Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

The state legislature has been the primary initiator of assessment activities ii: Florida* 
The legislature took the first form^ steps towards a mandated testing program in 
1979 when it directed the state Board of Education to adopt minimum academic 
standards for college students in the areas of communication and computation. 

Description of the Initiative: 

Acting on the 1979 directive, the state Board of Education aeated the Articulation 
Coordinating Committee to oversee the standard-setting process. This committee 
created another entity called the Essential Academic Skills Project (EASP) which was 
charged with recommending standards generated along with faculty and institutional 
involvement 

The EASP itself was divided into four units: 

• The Project Director and Executive Committee. 

• The Statewide Task Force which was charged with identifying the essential 
skills college students must attain. 

• The Institutional Task Force which provided for faculty involvement and review 
of the standards recommended by the Statewide Task Force. 

• The Standing Committee on Student Achievement which sought to identify tests 
or other means to measure the essential skills. 

By February 1980, the Statewide Task Force identified the essential skills and the 
Institutional Task Force coordinated a pirocess of faculty review. Eventually, over 
2,600 surveys were returned fi-om members of the colleges and u.iiversities all over 
the state. The Statewide Task Force then revised the list of essential skills and re- 
circulated the new list again among the faculty. The final list of competencies was 
adopted by the Statewide Task Force in December 1980. 

However, while this process was underway, the Standing Committee on Student 
Achievement was also meeting and reviewing the testing materials that were then 
commercially available. It also completed its work in 1980 after an exhaustive search 
of commercially-available testing instruments. Its final conclusion was that no tests 
then existed that could adequately measure student achievement of the type of skills 
that the Statewide Task Force had identified. 

Nonetheless, interest in the topic of student achievement did not dissipate, and the 
EASP, and the Commissioner of Education established the College-Level Academic 
Skills Project in 1981. It was created to assist in the development, implementation 
and maintenance of a sophomore testing program. The CLASP also had several 
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components, simflar to the organization of the earUer HASP. They consisted of three 
faculty groups, namely: 

• The Task Force on Communication Skills. 

• The Task Force on Computation Skills. 

• The Standing Committee on Student Achievement 

As before, the task forces concentrated on identifying the essential skills coUege 
students should possess, and the standing committee examined possible testing 
mstruments. They reUed heavily on the work of the earUer EASP, and arrived at a 
final listing of 117 competencies they felt college students should have. 

After the Articulation Coordinating Committee reviewed the final list, the 
^mmissioner of Education submitted it to the State Board of Education for approval 
The State Board adopted the final list of competencies in September 1981 as Rule 
6A-10.031 of the Florida Administrative Code. The list served as the basis for the 
development of the CoUege Level Academic Skills Test (CLAST), a so-called "rising 
jumor" test now required of all college sophomores. 

The action by the State Board at this time encompassea not only the adoption of the 
competendes list, but also a companion rule which directed the development of 
specifications for test items which could be used to measure the essential 
competencies. (Rule 6A-10311 of the Rorida Administrative Code). 

With this directive issued in September 1981, the faculty task forces of the CLASP 
then began drafting the specifications for measuring the identified computational and 
commumcations skills. This process was complete in 1983 when the final 
recommendations were submitted to the Department of Education- The DOE then 
issued invitations to bid on the development of the test items to members of the state 
commumty colleges and universities. Those eventually awarded contracts had to 
include academic and measurement specialists in the test development 

While this test development process was underway, the state legislature remained 
acuve proponents of the testing concept In its 1982 session, the legislature mandated 
JS^i^ oo'?fi1Sw.?^^o^°^5® CLAST, and appropriated fimds for that purpose. 
(Section 229351(3)0). F.S.) The legislature also required that after the faU term of 
1982, aU students must present their CLAST scores m order to receive an Associate 
of Arts degree, or to be admitted into the upper division of state coUeees or 
umversitoes. (Chapter 82-180, L.F.) 

TTie CLASP responded to this legislative mandate by specifying four areas for testing. 
Three of the four subtests are objective, covering reading, computation and writing 
llie tourth subtest involves a comprehensive writing sample through a response to one 
of two essay topics. ^ 
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Until August of 1984, students could satisfy the requirement by simply submitting their 
scores fcr each of the four subtests. After that date, minim^Trt standards had to be 
met for students to gain upper*division status. 

The decision to inqpose minimum standards was accompanied by a faculty review 
process similar to the one used in the test development Institutional panels of 
diverse representation were convened. Based on their judgment, the panels suggested 
passing scores based on what they fek achievement levels for college sophomores 
should be. Their findings were then forwarded to a state panel which reported to the 
State Board of Education. 

The State Board approved the recommendations in March 1984 (Rule 6A-10312(1) of 
the Florida Administrative Code). The rule allowed for the niinim iim standards to be 
phased in gradually with fiill implementation set for August 1989. It provided interim 
performance standards would be imposed as of August 1, 1984, which would be raised 
to a higher level on August 1, 1986. The scores would be raised again on August 1, 
1989 when the standards were to go fiiUy into effect 

As a result of these legislative mandates and administrative proceedings, the CLAST 
was first required of all colleges sophomores after the fall term of 1982. Until 
August of 1984, no minimum scores on the CLAST were required of students, but 
they were required to submit their scores on each of the four subtests in order to 
achieve fiill upper-division status. TTie minimu m passing scores were raised, as 
proposed, in 1986, but various concerns prevented imposition of the final, highest 
standards in 1989. 

The concerns were raised by community college presidents and some educators who 
felt the new minimum standards would adversely impact the completion rates of 
minority students if the higher standards were to go into effect After a conq)lete 
review of the situation, the State Board of Education modified the passing score 
requirements so that the higher levels would be implemented on schedule for the 
Reading and English Language Skills tests. The so^alled 1989 levels in mathematics 
could be stretched out to 1991 by inserting an intermediate level For the essay 
subtest, the 1986 passing score requirements were also extended to 1991. 

Primaiy Purpose: 

The foremost purposes of assessment activities are to ft) define and enforce minimum 
standards for all sectors and institutions in the state, anu (2) to stimulate curricuiar 
attention and action at the institutional leveL 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

The College Level Academic Skills Test (CLAST) is required of all college 
sophomores in order to receive their assodate of arts degrees or to attain upper- 
division status in the college or university. Also, for the past six years, the State 
Board of Education has compiled a report called ^ndicators of Progress toward 
Excellence in Education" for all levels of education. For the postsecondaiy level, it 
indudes follow-up studies of former students, licensure exam results, student/faculty 



ratios, scores on standardized graduate school admission tests, such as the GRE and 
similar data. ' 

CLAST is administered several times per year at tiie local postsecondaiy institution by 
persons designated witii tiiat responsibiUty. Each institution pays tiie expenses 
assoaated witii tiiese test administrations. The Department of Education hires a test 
support agency to prepare tiie test copy, print and distribute tiie results, and score tiie 
answer sheets. Each- institution is provided printed copies of all reports and a 
computer tape or diskette coniaining tiie smdent level data. In addition, tiie 
Department of Education maintains printed reports of test results, a data tape for 
each, administration of CLAST, and an on-line, current history file of test results 
which can be accessed at each institution. 

Is Repordng or i^proval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

In addition to serving as a "gateway" test tiiat must be passed before progress can 
continue in school, tiie CLAST is also used to evaluate tiie college curricula botii by 
the state and the institution. 

In 1990, for tiie first time, tiie State Board of Education required each postsecondaiy 
institution to prepare and implement a plan descrbmg how tiieir instructional 
programs will be modified to help students, particularly minority students, meet tiie 
hi^er CLAST passing standards. These plans wiU be presented to tiie Commissioner 
or Education and the State Board. 

Funding: 

The 1989 Florida Legislature approved fimds for a competitive grant program 
designed to enhance undergraduate education in public community colleges and state 
universities. Presidents of community coUeges must submit proposals to tiie State 
Board of Commumty CoUeges and presidents of tiie state universities must submit one 
to tiie state Board of Regents. The boards are to judge tiie merit of tiie proposals, 
based on a design of exceUence in undergraduate instruction and career counseling. 
Preference is to be given to innovative programs tiiat enhance tiie student advisement 
process, mcludmg courses providing orientation towards academic and career 
experience, and student mentor programs. As of March 1, 1991, each institution is 
also required to report to its board on tiie effectiveness of tiiis program. 

The legislamre gave $2.8 miUion to the state universities, and $3 milUon to tiie 
community coUeges to implement tiie enhancement grant program. 

pe CLAST actiwties are funded annually by tiie Legislature tiirough general revenue 
funds. Private school students who are tested witii CLAST as an optional service pay 
a fee of SIO per test administration. The legislative appropriation is sufficient to pay 
199o3l •sTSoOO^'^ administration costs. TTie CLAST appropriation request for 
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Comments: 



Assessment and related issues are expect to stay the same iti relative importance in 
the coming year or two. 

Contact Person: 

Hiomas H. Fisher, Administrator 
Assessment, Testing and Evaluation Section 
Florida Department of Education 
Room 714 F.E.C 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399 
904-488-8198 
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GEORGIA 
Origins of AssessKient Interest in the State: 

There is no legislative mandate nor board poUcy on assessment of learning outcomes 
although mterest is strong. The state does, however, have a systemwide testing 
program of entering students, and a required sophomore-level test that must be 
passed prior to graduation. 

Description of the Initiative: 

The Chancellor of the University System of Georgia has expressed strong support and 
encouragement for assessment of learning outcomes. To this end, the system has 
conducted a number of statewide assessment workshops, and established an overall 
advisory committee and three task forces under a consortium of mstitutions to study 
possible procedures and implementation. Academic committees are also addressine 
assessment in the major. * 

The system has had mandated basic skills testmg since 1975. Currently, entering 
^i"^c^? , • ^° °^ °° «^*er the verbal or analytical section of 

toe Scholastic i^titude Test are required to take the CoUegiate Placement 
Examination (CFIZ). If the results of the CPE verify a need for remediation, students 
are placed mto developmental courses. There are three parts to the CPE - reading, 
mathematics and English - and students must pass aU three parts within their first 
four quarters of college study. 

All students in the Georgia system are required to take the Regents' Test in thek 
sophoniore year which measures writmg abiUty and reading comprehension. Both 
parts of the test must be passed prior to graduation, although failure to pass the test 
by the end of the sophomore year won't prevent students fi-om enrolling in upper- 
division courses. However, students who have accumulated 75 quarter credit hours 
(normally, the credit acquired by final-semester sophomores) and who have not passed 
the test, then they must enroU in remedial cc -jsework in addition to any other 
courses they may take. 

Passage of the Regents' Test is also requked for graduation for students enroUed in 
two-year academic programs leading to an associate of science degree. 

The Regents' Test emerged out of concerns raised in the late '60s which parallel 
many of the issues surrounding the current assessment movement The need for a 
core cumculum and to assess achievement was posed in the late '60s by the 
chancellor of the system at that time. A number of committees and groups reviewed 
possible testing and assessment methods. Pflot tests were also admim'stered in 1968- 
69 with the admimstration of CLEP tests in three core areas - humanities, social 
sciences and mathematics/science. As a result of this research and pilot testing the 
ditticulty of measuring outcomes became fiilly apparent. In an effort to keep the 
process reasonably simple, the chancellor ultimately recommended testing be limited 
to wnting and reading comprehension. 
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The Board of Regents accepted this recommendation, and pilot testing of the 
examination instrument took place m the 1970-71 school year. Passage of the 
Regents' Test became a graduation requirement for students who were "rising juniors" 
in 1972 and those coming after them. 

For more information about tt-T Regents' Test, contact Kathleen Burk, DL-ector, 
Regents Testing Program, Georgia State University, Atlanta, Georgia 30303, 
404-651-4240. 

Notably, the current discussion on assessment in Georgia is not focused on 
standardized testing, nor an expansion of the kegents' testing. Assessment is a local 
and institutional concern based upon the curricular goals of the various campuses and 
programs within the system. 

Primary Purpose: 

The primary purpose of the current assessment movement in Georgia is the statewide 
improvement of undergraduate education. 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

Results of both the basic skills and the Regents' tests are maintained by the system, 
but are not used for purposes of curriculum evaluation, except by individual 
institutions. 

The university also has a systemwide Smdent Information Reporting System (SIRS) 
that creates a database from various elements reported by the mstitutions. From this 
database an annual report is produced which shows retention rates of students, and 
graduation rates by institution and by level of degree achieved, i.e. bachelors, 
associate, masters, doctorate, professional. 

Other data which is rep^orted includes rates of transfer, information on placement of 
students Avithin the curriculum, and the academic progression of students. 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

Policies formulated by the system Board of Regents must be followed, but neither 
assessment nor the testing program requires any kind of approval on an ongoing basis. 

Comments: 

Assessment is expected to increase in importance due to the involvement of the 
overall assessment steering committee, three task forces and study on assessment in 
the major through academic committees. 
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Conta<:t Person: 



Josep/i Szutz 

Assistant Vice Chancellor for Research 
Board of Regents 
University System of Georgia 
244 Washington Street, S.W. 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 
404-656-2213 
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HAWAH 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

The le^lature reauthorized legislation (Act 371) in June 1989 that required the 
Univereity of Hawaii to assess its effectiveness along with granting the Univerrdty of 
Hawaii greater autonomy in certain fiscal and administrative matters. The original 
legislation on institutional effectiveness was passed in 1986. 

Description of the Mtiative: 

The legislative mandate for assessment of mstitutional effective is reinforced by a 
policy adopted by the University Board of Regents in January 1989, and an executive 
poli<^' of the university administration adopted in July 1989. The specifics of 
assessment as it is to be conducted within the institution are framed largely in the 
administrative poliqr. It provides, in part: 

♦ Assessment is to be used generally to gather evidence in a regular and 
systematic way about the effectiveness of programs, campuses and the 
University system as a whole. 

♦ A basic principle of the University's assessment initiative is the measurement of 
its achievement iri three areas: (a) research and educational programming; (b) 
internal organizational and administrative functions; and (c) satisfying state 
needs and objectives. 

♦ Each campus of the University is to establish its own assessment plan and 
develop procedures for gathering and reporting assessment information. 

♦ Each campus is to prepare an annual summary report on assessment activities 
and submit it to the President's Office by July 15 of each year. 

♦ In addition, each University campus is to provide the state Department of 
Education with data on the initial class placement and first-year academic 
performance of recent public high school graduates in Hawaii. 

Primary Purpose: 

The primary purpose of the state's assessment initiative is to stimulate curricular 
action and attention at the institutional level. 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

Assessment programs are campus-based and incorporated into the program review 
process. No statewide testing or uniform measures of student performance are 
currently in use. 
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Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

Each campus of the University of Hawaii prepares plans but there is no requirement 
for formal approval from either the Board of Regents nor the system administration. 
Assessment results are to be used in existing processes of planning, budeetins 
program review and accreditation. o &. 

Funding: 

Assessment activities are funded th/ough the university's current service appropriations. 
Comments; 

It is clear that the public, through its elected representatives, increasingly wants 
evidence that their investment in higher education is reaping significant societal 
benefits. 

Contact Person; 

Colleen O. Sathre 

Director of Planning and Policy 

University of Hawaii 

2444 Dole Street 

Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 

808-948-7075 
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IDAHO 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

Policies and procedures for outcomes assessment were prepared by the staff of the 
Idaho Board of Regents, a statewide governing board, and adopted by the board 
members in September 1988. They apply to all public postsecondary' institutions in 
the state. 

Description of the Initiative: 

The policy outlines three areas where institutions are to concentrate their assessment 
efforts: (1) assessment of programs by students; (2) assessment of student learning by 
departmental major; and (3) assessment of student learning in general education. Tne 
institutions are to devt'op their own assessment techniques, but should not rely on 
just one test. Use of multiple measures is encouraged. 

For the year 1988-89, the policy mandated the development of a campus assessment 
committee at each institution. These committees were to study current campus 
assessment practices in light of the implications assessment is posing on a national 
basis. The institutions were to report to the Board on the development of their 
initial Assessment Inventory and Assessment Plan in June 1989. 

In 1989-90, the institutions are to develop assessment procedures to evaluate student 
learning within the departmental major. The institutions are scheduled to report to 
the Board on these Departmental Assessment Plans in June 1990. The following year 
they are to focus on general education, and report on their General Education 
Assessment Plans in June 1991. 

In 1991 and 1992, the institutions are to develop evaluation plans of these assessment 
procedures. They are to give a progress report on departmental assessment in June 
1992, and a progress report on general education assessment in June 1993. 
Thereafter, assessment procedures will come up to the board for annual review. 

Primaiy Purpose: 

The primary purpose of assessment in Idaho is to "enhance the quality and excellence 
of programs, learning, and teaching." 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

No common testing instruments are in use, nor common data collected. Institutions 
are encouraged to develop their own assessment procedures consistent with their role 
and mission, and in recognition of the diversity of their students. 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

The institutions are to report annually on the development and implementation of 
assessment to the Board of Education in June. 
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Funding: 



"Hie State Board of Education has asked for specified funding for assessment within 
the individual institutional budget requests. 



Comments: 



As the effects of the newly-enacted student assessment policy become better known, 
the information that is generated is expected to shape the program-review process 
enhance faculty development, and help shape institutional goals and mission 
statements. 



Contact Person: 



Robin A. Dodson 

Chief Academic Officer 

State Board of Education 

650 W^st State Street, Room 307 

Boise, Idaho 83720 

208-334-2270 
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ILLINOIS 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

The Illinois Board of Higher Education adopted a series of policies designed to 
improve undergraduate education, especially "student achievement, scholarship and 
general education" in September 1986. These policies, as recommended by the 
Board's Committee on the Study of Undergraduate Education, are currently being 
expanded, with a target date for completion of July 1990. 

Description of the Initiative: 

These policies on undergraduate education call for colleges and universities to define 
their objectives for general education and the development of baccalaureate level 
skills within baccalaureate (and baccalaureate-transfer) degree programs, to 
communicate them to students, to assess individual student progress in meeting them, 
and to conduct regular reviews of the undergraduate educational experience. Colleges 
and universities are to collect data on the progress, retention and completion of all 
undergraduate students as a basis for the regular reviev/ and improvement of the 
undergraduate curriculum and supporting services. 

Individual institutions have developed a variety of assessment activities, including 
"rising-junior" writing proficiency examinations, team-graded common coarse final 
examinations and general education field examinations, proficiency tests in quantitative 
reasoning, and senior-year capstone seminars or other experiences, as well as 
commercially available tests to assess students* learning in general education. 

Primary Purpose: 

The major purpose of the Board's policies is the improvement of undergraduate 
education statewide. The primary purpose of assessment is to measure student 
progress in meeting learning objectives in order to provide the guidance appropriate 
to assure success. 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

The assessment process and techniques were developed individually by each institution 
and, therefore, differ from institution to institution. Entry cohort retention and 
completion information is collected and published for public universities by the Board 
of Higher Education. Plans are underway to incorporate nonpublic institutions into 
this system, as well as to establish a comparable system to monitor the after-transfer 
success of cohorts of students who transfer from associate to baccalaureate degree- 
granting institutions. 
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Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 



Public universities and community colleges are required to submit annual reports on 
their reviews of under^duate education (including assessment results) to the Board 
of Higher Education. TTie imtial reports were received in July 1989, with an analysis 
of these first reports published in November 1989 



Funding: 



No funding has been specificaUy targeted to assessmem. Public universities received 
incremental fundmg m their base budgets in fiscal years 1989 and 1990 to support 
yanous improvements in undergraduate education, including assessment initiatives and 
tne development of systems for monitoring student progress. 



Comments: 



It is expected that the reviews of the undergraduate education experience and the 
momtonng of student progress will increase in importance in the next few years. 

Contact Person: 



Robert A. Wallhaus 

Deputy Director, Academic Affairs 

Board of Higher Education 

500 Reisch Building 

4 West Old Capitol Square 

Springfield, Illinois 62701 

217-782-2551 
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INDIANA 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State; 

Interest in assessing iindergraduate education has come from many sources: the 
executive and legislative branches of state government, hi^er education institutions, 
and the Indiana Commission for Higtier Education. 

Description of the Initiative: 

For the period 1987-89, Indiana established, as a state-level performance objective, the 
development of measures of undergraduate learning. Institutions included requests for 
funds to address this topic as part of their biennial budget requests and reported on 
approaches institutions had taken to developing these measures. 

Primaiy Purpose; 

The primary purposes for this initiative are as follows: improve undergraduate 
education, stimulate curricular action and attention to this topic at the institutional 
level, and to publicly demonstrate the effectiveness of higher education to state-level 
constituencies and the general public 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 
No. 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 
No. 

Comments; 

The development of measures of undergraduate assessment is no longer a state-level 
performance objective: it now is regarded as more appropriately within the purview 
of institutional responsibilities. 

Contact Person; 

Dr. Kenneth Sauer 

Assistant Commissioner for Academic Affairs 
or 

Dr. Karen Rasmussen 

Assistant Commissioner for Planmng and Policy Studies 

Indiana Commission for Higher Education 
101 W. Ohio, Suite 550 
Indianapolis, Indiana 46208 
317-232-1900 
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IOWA 

Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

WMe not generaUy an issue of wide concern among policy makers, interest in 
assessment has been generated by the staff of the Iowa Board of Regents. 

Description of the Initiative: 

There is no current assessment mandate in place. The staff of the Board of Regents 
is engaged m a study on indicators of student outcomes assessment 

Primaiy Purpose: 

The chief purpose of assessment activities, in the state is to stimulate curricular action 
and attention at the institutional level. 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

There are no statewide assessment initiatives in place, and therefore no uniform 
systems of collecting assessment data. 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

No assessment plans from individual institutions are required at the present time. 

Funding: 

Institutions are responsible for funding any assessment activities they undertake from 
their own resources. 

Contact Person: 

Robert J. Barak 

Deputy Executive Director of Academic Affairs 

Iowa Board of Regents 

Lucas State Office Building 

Des Moines, Iowa 50319 

515-281-3934 




KANSAS 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

The staff and members of the Kansas Board of Regents have been the primary 
initiators of assessment in the state by developing and approving a format in October 
1988 that institutions are to follow to create their own assessment design and 
activities. 

Description of the Initiative: 

Based on the format q)proved by the Board of Regents, all public colleges and 
universities in the state have created their own assessment plan based on that 
institution's particular role and mission. The institutional plans were approved by the 
Board of Regents in January 1989. The plans are currently being implemented over a 
three-year time frame. "While segments of institutional assessments are being phased 
in, all plans are currently operational 

According to the format, the plans had to create and identify expectations for 
baccalaureate degree students in three areas: basic skills, general education, and the 
major field of smdy. The plans had to further show how instimtions would measure 
attainment of these expectations. 

Primary Purpose: 

The primary purpose of assessment in the state is to demonstrate publicly the 
effectiveness of higher education to the legislamre and the public, and to stimulate 
appropriate educational reforms. 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

Assessment is being conducted at the instimtional level. There is no statewide 
mandate requiring imiform testing and data collection. 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

A schedule for reporting development and implementation of assessment activities was 
included in each instimtional plan submitted to the Board of Regents. 

Funding: 

Institutions are fimding assessment activities with current- appropriations. 
Comments: 

Interest in assessment is expected to increase as progress reports from the institutions 
are submitted to the Board. Performance funding is also being studied as another 
initiative to strengthen colleges and universities. 
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Contact Person: 



Martine F. Hammond 
Director of Academic Affairs 
Kansas Board of Regents 
Suite 609, Capitol Tower 
400 West Eighth Street 
Topeka, Kansas 66603-3911 
913-296-3421 



KENTUCKY 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

Institutions in the state are the primary initiators of assessment activities based on 
their desire to meet the standard for regional accreditation required by the Southern 
Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS). In addition, the 1990 General Assembly 
approved funding for an Accountability Enhancement Program to be coordinated by 
the KentucI^ Council on Higher Education, 

Description of the Initiative: 

Implementation of the Accountability Enhancement Program will be a three-phase 
process- In Phase I, fimds will be used to compile an ^formation base of assessment 
strategies employed by institutions locally and nationally. Multiple strategies will be 
considered including student follow-up surveys, "rising juniors" assessments, value 
added from general education and from education in. a major fiel^ graduate 
placement outcomes, and employer satisfaction survej^ and others. 

In Phase n the Council will work in conjunction with the institutions to begin 
developing selected programs. During this phase, collaborative decisions will be made 
concerning relevant institutional sites at which to pilot test various assessment 
programs to determine their appropriateness for potential implementation at other 
Kentucky institutions. 

In Phase HI, appropriate measures of program effectiveness will be implemented on 
the campuses. While this program is conceived of in three phases, it will be 
developed with an ongoing process in mind. Reports on institutional effectiveness 
should be published periodically and evaluation measures should be routinely fine- 
tuned with new or improved measures being shared among the institutions. 

Primary Purpose: 

The major purpose of the Accountability Enhancement Program is to establish a 
systemwide view of its effectiveness. This is consistent with the SACS standard to 
Bssess the effectiveness of individual institutions. The program has been funded in an 
effort to coordmate the systemwide accountability efforts and improve the system's 
ability to document its effectiveness. The intention is to design programs whereby 
institutions' progress are measured against themselves rather than comparing one 
institution to another. 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

Currently, institutions design and implement their own assessment activities. However, 
revisions to the current program review process are considering a greater focus on 
assessing the quality of degree programs. Consistent criteria will be applied across all 
institutions, although it is anticipated that every degree program mav not be subject to 
the same criteria. 
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Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

Because the Accountability Enhancement Program is brand new, reporting or ar 
procedures have not yet been considered. However, as noted above, qualitative 
measures of effectiveness will be incorporated into the program review process. 

Funding: 



Assessment activities undertaken by the institutions are funded out of current 
appropriations. The CouncU on Higher Education has received funds to begin 
developmg the Accountability Enhancement Program in cooperation with the 
mstitutions. These fimds are budgeted for staffing, data coUection, consultations, and 
selected miplementation of pilot programs where feasible. 

Comments: 



The CouncU on Higher Education has placed significant emphasis on systemwide as 
weU as mstitutional planning efforts. Within that context the AccountabiUty 
Enhancement Program wiU serve to coordinate a systemwide effort in measuring and 
documenting the effectiveness of the system of higher education. 

Contact Person: 



Joanne Land 

Deputy Executive Du-ector for Planning 
Council on Higher Education 
1050 U.S. 127 South, Suite 101 
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601 
502/564-3553 
FAX: 502/564-2063 



4G 

42 



LOUISIANA 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

Through a mandate adopted by the Louisiana Board of Regents, the board staff 
initiated an assessment policy in the state, and the governor, along with board 
members, have been major advocates of the effort 

Description of the Iniiiative: 

The Louisiana Board of Regents adopted statewide general education requirements on 
April 24, 1986. These requirements include basic proficiency testing m mathematics 
and English, and each institution must "employ an appropriate testing procedure" to 
assess the effectiveness of the college experience. TTie Board left the decision to the 
individual institutions as to which types of testing instruments to use, but scheduled 
reviews during 1992-93 to assess the institutions' performance. 

Primaiy Purpose: 

The primaiy purpose of the assessment initiative is statewide improvement of 
undergraduate education. 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

The state's assessment initiative does not require common statewide tests of all 
students, but allows institutions to design their own procedures. 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

Institutions are not required to report regularly to the Board regarding development 
of the assessment initiative, but in 1992-93 there will be an overall statewide review 
of the 1986 general education requirements. 

Funding: 

The assessment activities undertaken by the institutions are funded with current 
appropriations. 

Comments: 

It is expected that assessment will continue to gain in importance in the state, and the 
staff of the Board of Regents is expected to further develop assessment as an avenue 
to improve undergraduate instruction once political and financial conditions permit. 
Already, an awareness of assessment has led the board to pose more rigorous 
questions regarding "outcomes" during review of both proposed and existing programs 
at the institutions. 
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Contact Person: 



Kerry Davidson 

Deputy Commissioner for Academic Affairs and Research 

Board of Regents 

150 Riverside Mall, Suite 129 

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70801-1303 

504-342-4253 



MAINE 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

The Chancellor of the University of Maine System is the primary initiator and 
developer of assessment activities in the state. Assessment was made a goal and 
priority when Chancellor Robert M. Woodbury came on board in 1986. 

Description of the Initiative: 

Initially, shortly after taking office in 1986, Woodbuiy asked the Vice Chancellor for 
Academic Affairs to convene a systemwide Assessment Committee to begin to focus 
institutional efforts on improvement of teaching and learning. In a planning process 
involving study of assessment efforts in other states, a group of individuals 
representing all campuses in the system attended the AAHE assessment foriim in 
Denver in 1987. Within the state, the assessment committee also conducted a 
conference on Assessment with a broad range of attendance from all campuses of the 
system. It was held in November 1988 and was devoted entirely to student outcomes 
assessment Out of these planning efforts, four major principles emerged to guide the 
development of the state's assessment initiative. They are: 

• Assessment is much more than giving standardized tests. 

• Each campus in the system has a unique mission so therefore the best 
assessment program for the campus will be one developed to reflect the 
mission of that particular campus. 

• The most effective assessment is linked to teaching and learning in ways that 
will improve teaching and learning. 

• The most effective assessment is supported and developed by faculty and 
viewed by faculty as a way to improve the learning process. 

The planning efforts in regard to assessment were underwritten in part by a pool of 
fimds made available for the years 1988, 1989 and 1990 out of the Vice Chancellor's 
budget. The funds covered the costs of four pilot assessment projects at the 
Farmington campus, and a summer project in computer science at the Orono campus, 
and planning efforts on the Fort Kent campus. 

With the completion of the planning phase, the campuses have begun to implement 
their individual assessment procedures. While each institution has created its own 
process, they share several elements in common to assessment plans that are 
operational elsewhere in the country, llie activities Maine campuses have chosen 
include student portfolios, capstone exams in the major, surveys of students and 
alumni, developmental courses, and the development of a Learning Center on one 
campus as a focus for assessment efforts. 
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Primaiy Purpose: 



The primary purpose of the assessment initiative in Maine is the statewide 
improvement of undergraduate education. 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

Assessment activities in Maine are conducted by the institutions, and so there are no 
common testing methods nor central office for the collection of data. 

Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

Assessment has been incorporated into planning goals for the University of Maine 
system, and into campus goals as well. The governing board endorses the system 
goals and reviews the campus goals. But, aside from these limited oversight functions, 
no outside approval or reporting is required. 

Funding: 

Tlie campuses of the University of Maine have a general annual appropriation from 
which they are expected to fund their assessment activities. In addition, $35,000 was 
set aside annually in 1988, 1989 and 1990 from the Vice Chancellor's budget to 
provide mcentives for the development of assessment initiatives. The fiinds covered 
four pilot projects on the Farmington campus, salary costs for a summer project in 
computer science on the Orono campus, and planning efforts on the Fort Kent 
campus. 

Comments: 

It is expected that assessment activities on the campuses will become more widespread 
now that the planning and pilot projects have been implemented. Assessment is 
generally viewed as an effective mechanism to further the state's academic agenda 
towards the improvement of undergraduate teaching and learning. 

Contact Person: 

Nancy MacKnight 
Fellow in Academic Affairs 
University of Maine System 
107 Maine Avenue 
Bangor, Maine 14401-1805 
207-947-0336 



MARYLAND 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

The governor and legislature of the state initiated assessment with the passage in 1988 
of Sec 11-304 to 308 of the Maryland state code that mandates the development and 
implementation of institutional accountability plans. With the passage of the 
legislation, most involved now in its implementation are members of the institutions 
and the members of the Maryland Commission on Higher Education. 

Description of the Initiative: 

According to the legislation, accountability plans are to be developed by the president 
of each public postsecondary institution and submitted to the institutional governing 
board. These boards are to review and approve the plans, which are then to be 
submitted to the Maryland Commission on Higher Education. 

The performance accountability plans are to be developed according to the 
institution's role and mission, are to follow the Commission's approved guidelines and 
format, and are to include multiyear studies with "quantifiable indices" of student 
academic performance, and graduation and retention rates. The plans are also to 
incorporate provisions for institutional improvement based on findings from the 
accountability reports. 

The Commission may disapprove a plan and require the governing board to 
reconsider the plan (1) if it does not conform to the format and guidelines established 
by the Commission; (2) if measurement techniques are invalid or unreliable; or (3) if 
the plan is not reasonable related to the institution's mission statement. 

Based on the approved accountability performance plans, the institutions are to 
develop annual accountability reports, which are to be submitted to the Commission. 
After compiling and reviewing the reports, the Commission is to comment on them 
and make its own recommendations to the Governor and the legislature. 

The guidelines for accountability are to be generated following a review and revision 
of campus mission statements, and approvd of a new statewide pian. The campus 
mission statements are to be finalized in May 1990, with approval of the master plan 
and accountability guidelines to be addressed thereafter. 

Primary Purpose: 

The primary purpose of the state's assessment initiative is to publicly demonstrate the 
effectiveness of higher education to the legislature and the general public. 
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Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 



While measures of assessment surrounding the new accountability plans are still in the 
developmental stages, the state has collected and reported information concerning 
retention and graduation rates of students for a number of years. The reports 
compile a number of indicators concerning outcomes of students, such as rates of 
indebtedness of graduates; employment, unemployment and underemployment, the 
relationship of an individual's occupation with the graduate's major, and the rating 
graduates give their alma mater for the preparation it gave them for their current 
occupation. One of the Commission's reports tracks entering students of community 
colleges and their status three years later, including completion rates and percent who 
transfer to four-year colleges or universities. 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

By legislation, the performance accountability plans are to be approved by the 
individual institutional governing boards and the Commission on Higher Education 
before they are forwarded to the governor. 

Funding: 

The performance accountabilit> measure was part of a icorganization measure that 
included sigmficant base funding increases for higher education. These increases are 
expected to cover the costs of developing and implementing the accountability plan. 

Comments: 

Assessment and accountability are also seen as ways to stimulate curricular action and 
attention at the institutional level. Because of the interest in this area, it is expected 
that the importance of accountability and assessment will increase in importance in 
the coming year or two. 

Contact Person: 

Javier Miyares 

Associate Director, Academic Affairs 
Maryland Commission on Higher Education 
16 Francis Street 
The Jeffrey Building 
/'Jinapolis, Maryland 21401 
301-974-2971 
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MASSACHUSETTS 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

Chancellor Franklyn Jenifer of the Massachusetts Board of Regents sparked an 
interest in assessment as a tool to improve undergraduate tecching and learning when 
he issued a charge in his annual message of November 1987 to affirm the 
commitment to the quality of undergraduate education in the state's public colleges 
and universities, and to identify steps to strengthen and enhance the undergraduate 
experience. 

Description of the Initiative: 

In response to the Chancellor's mandate, the state Board of Regents issued a report 
in June 1989 entitled The Undergradua t e Experience which outlined 44 
recommendations designed to improve teaching and learning. Assessment figures 
prominently in this effort. Chief among the recommendations in this area are: (1) 
mandatory assessment of the basic skills of incoming students; (2) required 
developmental instruction for those students showing deficiencies; and (3) required 
post assessment for all students who are placed in developmental instruction. Several 
other reconmiendations allude to assessment to heighten the learning experience, and 
suggest ways it could be incorporated into the curriculum. 

To implement the basic skills assessment initiatives, a statewide group has been 
assembled to evaluate the current testing methods employed by the state's colleges 
and universities, and to issue guidelines on their use based on the academic objectives 
of the board's report. During 1990-91, it is expected the basic skills entry-level 
assessment program will be piloted at the public postsecondary institutions in 
accordance with the established guidelines. 

Until the release of this report, the state had no articulated policies concerning 
assessment. However, in the course of producing the report, some act'v'ties related to 
assessment were identified. They include: 

• Students at 'ne Massachusetts public university must pass a writing proficiency 
examinatic nor to their junior year. 

• Another institution requires students to demonstrate competence in four areas 
prior to graduation. 

• A state college has adapted Supplemental Instruction as a tool for modifying 
how courses are taught. 

• Most public institutions assess at least two of the principle basic skill areas 
(reading, mathematics, and writing). A mixture of standardized and 
institutionally-developed instruments are utilized with the results used primarily 
to advise students about appropr ate course placement. 
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Primaiy Purpose: 



The primary purpose of the state's assessment initiative is the improvement of 
undergraduate education in the public postsecondary institutions. 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

While use of common instruments is not mandated, The Underg rariy ^te Experience 
recommends that the measurement of entry-level assessment of basic skills and 
subsequent post-assessment be comparable and compatible within the public 
postsecondary system. Other information collected statewide includes statistics on 
degrees conferred and the SAT scores of students. It is also envisioned that the 
current student record system wiU be used to develop common retention measures for 
each of tha three segments of the public postsecondary system. 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

Tlie current e;T)ectation is that institutions are to comply with the recommendations of 
Tn? Undgrgraduatg Experignce according to the schedule that has been developed as 
part of the implementation plan for the report's recommendations. 

Funding: 

Due to the state's current fiscal situation, no additional funding has been available to 
istitutions for implementation of assessment activities. Institutions are expected to 
ieallocate resources as necessary. 

Comments: 

Consensus in the state, as evident in The Underp r aduate Exp ftHpnr^P, ij, H it 
assessment is critical to the success of the educational process. Furthermore, in 
addition to the report's recommendations, the board is exploring the feasibility of an 
mitiative for a systemwide outcomes assessment. 

Contact Person: 

Joseph N. Joyce, Jr. 

Director, Special Academic Programs 

Board of Regents of Higher Education 

McCormack Building, Room 1401 

One Ashburton Place 

Boston, Massachusetts 02108-1530 

617-727-7785 
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MICHIGAN 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

The universities in Michigan operate very autonomously with their own elected boards. 
A teacher education initiative passed in 1986 by the legislature (PA 286) is the only 
kind of statewide initiative that resembles an assessment mandate. 

Description of the Initiative: 

University autonomy has strong historical roots in the state and was reaffirmed in a 
court ruling about 10 years ago that overturned a legislative attempt to prevent a new 
university program from being established. 

The teacher education initiative is scheduled to go into effect in September 1991. It 
will require teacher education graduates to pass at least two tests in order to get their 
certification - one in the area of basic education skills, and a second in the specific 
subject area in which they plan to teach. If they plan to teach in more than one 
subject area, they will have to pass a test for each subject Traditionally, teachers 
have not had to pass state certification tests in Michigan; they have become certified 
based upon the recommendation of their schools. 

Primary Purpose: 

The rationale for the teacher education initiative was to "define and enforce minimum 
standards" which grew out of some concern of teachers' alleged lack of preparedness 
in subject areas assigned to them. 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

Institutions will be able to devise their own teacher education tests based upon the 
state mandate. The scores and other data resulting from the test will be maintained 
within the institution. 

In addition, the legislature established a Minority Equity Office in 1986 which has 
begun to collect some enrollment and retention statistics as they pertain to minorities. 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

The state must approve the teacher test design that is developed by the institution. 
The state will also have some involvement in the teacher education curricula to 
ensure teachers are proficient in the subject areas in which they intend to be certified. 

Funding: 

The governing boards of colleges and universities receive a general appropriation; 
there is no line-item budgeting nor reporting to the legislature or any other state 
agency. As a result, the schools fund and spend their appropriations as they see fit. 



Comments: 



The state is also doing a study on transfer rates from two-year to four-year schools 
which may indirectly lend itself to some interest in teaching and leaminc issues by 
creating some discussion as to what the curricular needs are at the undergraduate 
level. ^ 



Contact Person: 



Katherine Smith 

Higher Education Consultant 

Michigan Department of Education 

P.O. Box 30008 

Lansing, Michigan 48909 

517-335-4933 
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MINNESOTA 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

The state legislature was the chief initiator of assessment activities in the state with 
the passage in 1987 of a bill establishing a Task Force on Post-Secondaiy Quality 
Assessment The task force was directed to study the objectives of assessment and 
how it can be used to improve postsecondaiy education. The task force was also 
charged with establishing a pilot assessment program within each of the public 
postsecondary systems in the state. 

Description of the Initiative: 

As created, the task force is a diverse group composed of faculty, students, and 
administrators from each of the public and private postsecondaiy education systems, 
and included secondaiy school representatives as well. During the 1987-89 biennium, 
the task force was charged with issuing a progress report in 1988, and a final report 
in 1989. 

Initially, to gain more information about or^jing assessment efforts, a survey was 
conducted involving 33 institutions in the state: three campuses of the University of 
Minnesota; all seven of the state universities; five of the 18 community colleges; five 
techm"cal institutes; 10 private colleges, and three proprietary schools. * As a result of 
this survey, a Directoiv of Selected A ssessment Activities was prepared and published 
by the Minnesota Higher Education Coordinating Board. Copies are available from 
the Board. 

The task force recommended advancement of assessment through funding of pilot 
projects. The 1988 legislature granted $100,000 for this activity. From a submission 
of 13 proposals from the institutions, the task force recommended eight for funding. 

Funding: 

The task force originally asked for Sl.12 million for the 1990-91 biennium to fiind the 
pilot projects. The legislature appropriated 5300,000 directly to fiind the pilot projects 
'^nd the Minnesota Higher Education Coordinating Board provided an additional 
$200,000. Another 5400,000 in internal campus or system fiinds was added to provide 
a total of $900,000 in for the biennium for the pilot projects. The six pilots funded 
are: 

• An assessment of the impact of baccalaureate education on students* critical 
. thinking abilities at the University of Minnesota's Duluth, Morris and Twin 

Cities campuses. 

• \n expansion of an existing assessment program at Bemidji State University 
-sing standardized instruments, student focus groups, special-purpose 
assessments and the addition of a measurement specialist to assist faculty. 
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• An integration of two evaluation procedures - student skills and quality of 
mstruction ~ mto a computerized management information system at the 
Techmcal CoUege of Hutchinsoa 

• A project at Saint Olaf CoUege with three components: departmentaUy-based 
assessment of student writing ability, using portfolios; cross-cultural global 
awareness assessment; and assessment of general student learning outcomes 
over four years. 

• Expansion of an assessment program initiated at North Hennepin Community 
College to other community colleges in the state. The program includes five 
components: assessment for placement analysis of student intent, studem 
learmng (both general education and in the major), surveys of graduates, and 
an ethnographic study tracking a sample of students throughout their coUege 
ejqwnence. " ' 

• Development of a system to gather information about program completion, fob 
placement, and earnings at 30 career schools, sponsored by the Minnesota 
Assoaatjon of Private Postsecondaiy Schools. 

In addition to funding the six pilot programs, the 1989 legislature re-authorized the 
task force through June 1991 (it was scheduled to sunset in June 1989). The six pilot 
projects were funded on a two-year cycle which also continues through 1991. 

Primaiy Purpose: 

The primaiy purpose of assessment established by the task force is to improve 
^d^U^m^T"^ secondarily, to provide accountability to student citizens, 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

Assessmem in Minnesota is based at the institutions. There is no state level 
collection nor reporting of assessment results. 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

I!lnt^'^°^ °? ^essment were funded through a process of application and 

grant awards through the state task force. A repon from each pflot a? well as^ 
extenial evaluation will be presented to the Coordinating Board and the legislature in 

Comments: 

T'^dfZhkif graduation (90%) and postsecondaiy matriculation that a 

ctfl - S ^ postsecondary school within six years of graduation), the 

state IS likely to focus more on the quality o: education thai issues of access 
Defimng and measunng the quality of postsecondaiy education and the role of 
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assessment are likely to be topics for future discussion among educators and policy 
makers. 

Contact Person: 

Leslie K. Mercer 

Assistant Executive Director 

Minnesota Higher Education Coordinating Board 

400 Capitol Square Building 

550 Cedar Street 

Sl Paul, Minnesota 55101 

612-296-6869 
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MISSISSIPPI 
Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

In legislation initiated by the governor, the legislature directed the State Board of 
Trustees ot Institutions of Higher Learning to develop and implement specified 
accountability measures. 

Description of the Initiative: 

The accountability measures mandated by the legislature are to be specificaUy aimed 
at improving and measuring performance of the institutions under the jurisdiction of 
the Board of Trustees. The legislation will take effect July 1, 1990, provided that the 
legislature declares, through legislation adopted by both the House and the Senate 
pnor to July 1, that sufficient funds are dedicated and available. 

Cuirently, the staff of the Board of Trustees is reviewing a report from a systemwide 
Task Force on Institutional Effectiveness that contains a number of recommendations 
relatmg to accountability and assessment 

In addition^ aU campuses governed by the Board of Trustees have ongoing assessment 
programs that are strongly supported by the chief executive officers of their 
institutions. 

Primary Purpose: 

TTie primary pun)ose of the state's assessment initiative is to publicly demonstrate the 
effectiveness of higher education to the legislature and the general public. 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

The accountability legislation, with implementation contingent upon sufficient funding 
contains a mandate for a "rL^ing junior" exam. The repon from the systemwide Task 
Force on Institutional Effectiveness also includes a recommendations for a "rising 
jumor" exam The exam, as proposed in the Task Force report, will be taken at the 
end of a students sophomore year. If students do not pass the exam, they will be 
required to take developmental coursework. 

The accountability legislation, with implementation contingent upon sufficient funding, 
also directs the Board of Trustees to measure job placement, job retention and wage 
rates of recent graduates and non-graduating students within the higher education 
system, and publish these results. It further requires the comparison of university 

rth?rpp°?i, T cf^PPl^^^^ ^'"""^ ^^^^5' b^ed on such measures 

as the GRE, the LSAT, the GMAT, the NTE, and the MCAT Results of these 
compansons are also to be published, according to the legislation. 

Currently, through a student um't record system, other common kinds of studenr 
retention data are collected in the state, but only for senior institutions. 
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Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

The proposal on institutional effectiveness would require an annual progress report 
from institutions. 

Funding: 

The accountability mandate from the legislature is tied to a funding bill that provides 
$1^ million to implement it over a three-year period. The funding bill is being 
considered in a special session of the legislature in the spring of 1990. 

Contact Person: 

Maryann S. Ruddock 

Director, Institutional Research dnd Planning 

Board of Trustees of State Institutions of Higher Learning 

3825 Ridgewood Road 

Jackson, Mississippi 39211-2336 

601-982^6611 




MISSOURI 
Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

While assessment is not new to Missouri, it was adopted statewide by the pubUc 
postsecondaiy mstituUons in 1986 with the development of a complete range of 
• assessment activities. The interest in assessment was generated by Governor John 
Ashcroft who chaUenged higher education to improve student academic performance 
and to use assessment as a means of doing so. * 

Description of the Initiative; 

FoUowing the governor's chaUenge and mandate to iiiglier education, the institutions 
each developed a set of assessment activities consistem with their own role and 
missionu These plans were in place and implementation began in the 1987-88 fiscal 
year. TJe state Coordinating Board is now monitoring the assessment activities the 
schools have underway, and furthering the assessmem process with the developmem of 
mdicators designed to show the progress and outcomes of both students and 
graduates. 

A total of 33 indicators have been suggested by the Coordinating Board, many of 
which are now bemg coUected by the schools. With a common set of indicators it is 
anticipated that the data and results can be used to improve the teaching and 
le^ng environment in Missouri schools, and provide information to make curricular 
and program improvements where the data indicates it's necessary. 

One of the state's public institution - Northeast Missouri State University - was a 
pioneer m assessmem which began gradually in 1973. A liberal arts college, NMSU 
sought to improve the quaUty of teaching and leaniing on its campus by focusing on 
omcomes. TTie arclutect and leading proponem of the school's assessmem approach 
was Its former president, Charles J. McClain. Recently, McClain left the position of 
presidency to become the Commissioner of the statewide Coordinating Board. 

Primary Purpose: 

'SlL?^,!^^,^^' improvement of 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

mile the schools use indicators to assess student performance, and common 
indicators are bei-g formulated, as noted above, there currently is no statewide 
collection and compilation of these assessment results. Missouri, however, is also 
conducting a specia study known as the "Studem Achievement Stud/ with ACT that 
will eventually provide a rich resource of data on student retention, degree 
completion background of students, and factors that contribute to success in college 
hJ^ Lff ^ f Achievement Study pre-d?.:ed the governor's assessmem initiative, it 
has smce evolved to become fully integrated with it. 
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Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

Institutions are required to report annually to the state Coordinating Board on Higher 
Education for review of their assessment efforts, but otherwise there is no formal 
approval required of institutional assessment plans. 

Funding: 

Generally, institutions are ejqpected to fimd assessment efforts from a reallocation of 
their current resources and appropriations. No new funding was awarded for 
assessment activities. 

Comments: 

It is anticipated that there will be a review of institutional assessment plans by the 
state board in a year or two in order to study the success of the implementation. 

Contact Person: 

Michael A. McManis 

Coordinating Board for Higher Education 

101 Adams Street 

Jefferson City, Missouri 65101 

314-751-2361 
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MONTANA 
Origins of Asses^meni Interest in the State: 

The postsecondaiy institutiorxS have taken the initiative in discussions on assessment ii 
the state, although no major initiatives have been generated as yet. 

Description of the Initiative: 

No specific program or project exists at this point, although discussions will be taking 
place later this year as to the direction assessment may take, and the procedures it 
will involve. As a whole, assessment is expected to increase in importance in the 
coming year or two. 

Primaiy Puiifose: 

The major purpose of assessment in the state would be to publicly demonstrate the 
effectiveness of higher education to the legislature and the public. 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

There is no common testing nor collection of performance indicators related to 
assessment at this point. 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiative's? 

As the institutions are initiating discussions of assessment on their own, there is no 
state-level approval or reporting of assessment plans required. 

Funding: 

There is no special funding commitment for assessment at this point other than what 
the institutions may decide to set aside for this purpose from existing resources. 

Comments: 

Assessment may fit into a major initiative in the state to educate the populace as to 
the overall importance of higher education towards improving Montana's economy and 
general well being. ^ 

Contact Person: 

John M. Hutchinson 

Deputy Commission for Academic Affairs 

Montana University System 

33 South Last Chance Gulch 

Helena, Montana 59620 

406-444-6570 
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NEBRASKA 
Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

There carrently are no state-level, higher education mandates in the area of 
assessment. 

Description of the Initiative: 

Institutions have taken the responsibility for improving undergraduate instruction. 
Primaiy Purpose: 

Since there is no statewide initiative in assessment, there is no general, statewide 
purpose for assessment that has been articulated. 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

There is no statewide testing or data collection of student outcomes related to 
assessment in Nebraska. 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

Institutions are not required to report to the state about any kind of assessment 
activities. 

Funding: 

There is no specific funding for assessment activities in public higher education. 
Contact Person: 

Bruce G. Stahl 
Executive Director 

Coordinating Commission for Postsecondan- Education 

6th Floor, State Capitol 

P.O. Box 95005 

Lincoln, Nebraska 68509-5005 

402471-2847 
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NEVADA 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

The Board of Regents of the University of Nevada System initiated assessment by 
adopting a policy in 1989 that requires each campus to develop a plan of regular 
student educational assessment and submit it to the board by the spring of 1990. 

Description of the Initiative: 

According to the policy, each campus is to assume responsibility for developing the 
assessment processes and procedures to be used. Plans are to be based upon campus 
mission and involve multiple assessment approaches. The policy also provides that 
plans are to reflect the mix of programs and types of students at each school. 

While assessment approaches may vary among institutions, the universities and 
community colleges are to work together to develop common approaches, where 
appropriate. 

Primaiy Purpose: 

The primary purpose of assessment in the state is to stimulate curricalar action and 
attention at the institutional level. 

Aia Common Data f^' Test Results Collected Across the State? 

Tha board policy provides that the Chancellor's office, with the campuses, will develop 
appropriate measures of student persistence and performance, and wiU collect and 
monitor these data on a statewide basis. 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment IniiJatlves? 

After the initial reports on campus assessment efforts are submitted in the spring of 
1990, the presidents of each campus are to report to the Board on the results of their 
assessment efforts on a bierjiial basis. 

Nevada campuses also address assessment requirements of their accrediting association 
(Northwest) during regular self-study and visitation activities. 

Funding: 

Campuses are expected to fund assessment efforts with existing resources and current 
appropriations. No special funding particularly for assessment has been granted. 
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Comments: 



In addition to the usual purposes of assessment for determining learning outcomes, 
student retention and satisfaction, etc, Nevada's policy also expects institutions to 
assess employer satisfaction with their graduates, where feasible. 

Contact Person: 

Karen Steinberg 

Director, Institutional Research 

University of Nevada System 

2601 Enterprise Road 

Reno, Nevi.da 89512 

702-7844901 
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NEW HAMPSHIRE 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 



The Board of Trustees of the University System of New Hampshire adopted 
assessment of student learning as one of four system goals in June 1988. Since that 
time, the institutions and the board staff have completed an inventory of assessment 
techmques, and are involved in the development of assessment policy. 

Description of the Initiative: 

The goal, as adopted by the Board of Trustees, states: 

Our student learning assessment goal is directed toward having the 
campuses initiate, identify or develop new ways to assess student learning 
which, in turn, will produce recommendations for improvement in 
academic programs and will underscore the primary importance of 
instructional excellence throughout the university system. 

Based on this directive, the University System administration approached 
undergraduate assessment as a re examination of what the institutions have been 
doing m terms of measuring learning outcomes in both general education and 
departmentaJ majors. To this end, the system administration worked with th** 
institutions to produce inventories of assessment techniques that are currently in u<=e 
rne inventory of assessment techniques determined the commonalities among the " 
yanous instruments in use and reported on each of them according to a common 
format. 



Analysis of the inventory showed that: 

• All the institutions conduct considerable varieties, of assessments of outcomes, 
that those assessments are conducted with defined frequencies, and that the 
results are put to specific, short-term, useful ends. (Little is available in terms 
of longitudinal data, or in terms of validity or reliability of daia.) 

• ^"stitutions cany out assessments of incoming students' mathematic and 
verbal akiWs, therefore not relying unduly on SAT scores and/or students' high 
schoo. records for freshman placement; all four institutions monitor the 
development of students' writing skills, critical thinking abilities and quantitative 
ab.ht'.es throughout the undergraduate experience; and all the institutions are 
actively testing and adding new measures in areas where there were previously 
fewer documentation of outcomes. 



.Ml four institutions consider use of multiple and varied measures more 
desirable than heavy reliance upon standardized exams; although each campus 
also administers standardized tests in certain areas of study, and maintains 
norms and comparisons in systematic ways. 
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Examination of each institution in particular showed that: 

• UNH's outcomes-assessments focus the most strongly on measures outside the 
faculty and the departments associated with programs. Accreditation reviews, 
surveys of graduate school admissions, records of job placements, and such 
measures as internship supervisors' evaluations figure prominently in th^ array 
of assessments presented in the Universit/s compendium. It is largely from the 
results of such external measures that the UNJ departments and faculty 
dv^termine how well students perform, and what they know at the completion of 
the respective programs of study. 

• The state colleges' outcome assessments mainly focus on assessments conducted 
by faculties of programs and departments, and are therefore relatively more 
internal to the institutions than those of the university. 

• The School for Lifelong Learning's focus in assessment relies heavily on 
student-faculty interaction in individual/small group assessment of variously 
delivered instruction. SLL's outcomes assessment are the most student-oriented 
in the system. 

In general, assessment is viewed ais a tool to evaluate student achievement, and assess 
program and institutional effectiveness. The report's conclusions centered on the 
necessity for the institutions to conduct specific outcomes assessments of programs and 
services that further the missions and goals of the institutions. 

It was subsequently determined that the next few months' work with assessment of 
outcomes will occur in undergraduate general education. The institutions have both 
strong commitment to, and high expectations for, their undergraduate education 
courses, and they seek now to document that curricula's instructional quality as well 
as the learning that takes place. 

Campuses are also examining their methodologies and expectations in regard to 
outcomes assessments, and will be focusing increasingly on the us?, and validity of 
those outcomes. 

Primary Purpose: 

The primary purpose of the university's assessment initiative is program improvement. 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

There is no state mandate to collect data on assessment, but the institutions and 
various university programs are aware of the variety of instruments used to ascertain 
students preparedness, student satisfaction and alumni placement. Other measures of 
student progress commonly referenced include college-going rates for high school 
students, number of degrees awarded, etc. 
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Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

TTie strategic plans for each institution are expected to address assessment as it is one 
of four policy goals that the Board of Trustees adopted in June 1988. These strategic 
plans must be approved by the Trustees. It is also expected that progress and 
development in the area of assessment will be reported to the Trustees on an annual 
basis. 

Funding: 

Assessment activities are being funded through the institutions' own resources and 
annual appropriations, with some additional support from the System Innovation and 
Opportunities Grants Program. 

Comments: 

Assessment is expected to increase in importance in New Hampshire and may play a 
heightened role in decision-making, due to increasingly scarce fiscal resources. As a 
tool of educational reform, assessment may also be used to support or discontinue 
various activities or procedures. 

In addition, assessment has helped to foster an understanding about the measurement 
and comparison of course equivalencies. This kmd of understanding is further 
promoting some much-needed discussion surrounding transfer of credits among various 
institutions, courses and programs. 

Contact Person: 

Elisabeth J. Noyes 

Director of Academic Planning and Program Development 
University System of New Hampshire 
Dunlap Center 

Durham, New Hampshire 03824-3563 
603-868-1800 
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NEW JERSEY 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

Assessment was initiated by tlie New Jersey Board of Higher Education as a 
collaborative effort involving the Department of Higher Education and the institutions 
using statewide committees and special councils. 

Description of the Initiative: 

New Jersey has two statewide assessment programs: the Basic Skills Assessment 
Program and the College Outcomes Evaluation Program (COEP). Both are ftmded 
by the legislature partly through the state Department of Higher Education and partly 
to the colleges directly. 

The Basic Skills Assessment Program was introduced by the Board in 1977. It is used 
to place entering students in appropriate courses, to measure statewide the 
proficiencies of entering freshmen and to assess the effectiveness of remedial 
programs at each institutioa All entering freshmen are required to take a placement 
test developed by the New Jersey Basic Skills CouncU (composed of faculty from all 
sectors of higher education in the state), and its advisory committees, in cooperation 
with the College Board and under a contract with the Educational Testing Service. 
Test results are also sent to the state's higli schools. A number of reports are 
available on both the test results and the institutions' program effectiveness. 

COEP, created in 1985, employs multiple indicators to assess the public institutions of 
higher education in the state. Most of these indicators are defined locally by each 
institution according to its mission, and include: general education; program major; 
personal development, satisfaction, and involvement of smdents; faculty research, 
scholarship, and creative expression; and institutional impact on its community. 
Several indicators (e.g., access and retention rates) are commonly defined and 
assessed. 

An important component of COEP is the assessment of general intellectual skills 
which include critical thinking, problem solving, quantitative reasoning, and writing. 
Developed with the technical assistance of Educational Testing Service, the CIS 
Assessment has no multiple choice questions but rather utilizes a series of academic 
tasks which seek to replicate those skills expected by faculty of all college students. 
After two years of extensive pilot testing to establish reliability and validity, the test 
was first admim'stered statewide in the spring of 1990 to 5,000 students representing 
each public institution. The GIS Assessment has no multiple choice questions but 
rather utilizes a series of academic tasks which seek to replicate those skills expected 
by faculty of all college students. After two years of extensive pilot testing to 
establish reliability and validity, the test was first administered statewide in the spring 
of 1990 to 5,000 students representing each public institution. The GIS Assessment is 
not a gateway test but a measure of institutional effectiveness. The results will be 
used to foster curricular and pedagogical review at each college and university. 
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Primaiy Purpose: 



The primary puq)oses of the state's assessment initiative are twofold: (a) statewide 
improvement of undergraduate education, and (b) accountabUity as to the effectiveness 
of higher education. 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

Both the Basic Skills Assessment Program and the College Outcomes Evaluation 
Program include statewide testing, common outcomes measures, and reporting of data. 
The Basic SJdUs program uses the New Jersey College Basic Skills Placement Test at 
each institotion, sets common policies (e.g, mandatory placement and testing) and 
assesses each remedial program on common outcome variables (pre- and post-testing, 
retention, GPA, performance in subsequent courses, and academic survival rates). 
Standards have also been promulgated on each of these outcomes measures. COEP 
uses its recently developed GIS Assessment as weU as commonly defined indicators 
mcluding; access, retention, graduation rates, economic impact, and post-collegiate 
activities. Results from certification/licensure exams will also be compiled. COEP 
also employs a statewide student unit record enroUment (SURE) system developed 
separately by the Department of Higher Education that provides longitudinal cohort 
analyses of enrolled students including transfers across institutions. 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

According to schedules set by the Basic Skills Council, £.nd the COEP Council, each 
institution submits annual reports on its assessment initiatives and results. 

Funding: 

Funding is separate for each assessment program. Each coUege receives funding for 
remediation. Students placed in developmental courses are fiinded on an equal PTE 
basis at four-year public colleges and at a 1.75 ratio at community colleges. At the 
Department level. 5850,000 was available in FY90 for test development, scoring, and 
analysis as well as statewide program evaluation and other educational activities. 

New Jersey has also diiected spedal funding to COEP-related assessment activities. 
One million dollars cf special funding has been distributed to several four year public 
mstimtions for assessment purposes which has become part of the budget base at 
these mstimtions. In addition, special funding was available through the Governor's 
Challenge Grant Program for assessment. One of the redpients of this grant was 
Kean College which has incorporated a strong value-added component into its 
cumculum. At the Department level, the budget for assessment in FY90 was 
5450,000. Most four-year institutions and all community colleges have used existing 
staff and resources to implement their assessment activities. 
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Coromcnts: 



The Board and Department of Higher Education remain committed to assessment, 
and implementation of procedures continues based upon timetables proposed by the 
Basic Skills and COEP Councils. These efforts have received tangible support from 
the New Jersey legislature and new Governor Jim Florio. 

Contact Person: 

Edward A. Morante 
Director, COEP 

Department of Higher Education 
20 West State Street, CN 542 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 
609-292-8912 
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NEW MEXICO 
Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

Assessment as an effective element to heighten accountabihty and quality instruction 
was recommended in the Strategic Plan for Higher P miration in New Mexico adopted 
by the state Commission on Higher Education in 1988. 

A recent bill - HB 4 ~ which was passed by the legislature in February 1990 in 
special session and signed by Governor Carrey Carruthers requires all segments of 
pubhc education, including postsecondaiy, to submit an annual "report card" to the 
governor and legislature, which is to include results of an assessment initiative on 
learmng outcomes. 

Description of the Initiative: 



Tlie Statewide Accountabnity Program as recommended in the Strategic Plan would 
mvolve: 

• TTie development of criteria for assessing the effectiveness of higher education 
that could include studies on retention, technology transfer, research activities, 
and surveys of graduates from both two- and four-year institutions. 

• Once the criteria are developed, the plan recommends the Commission should 
determine speafic indicators to be used for comparability in statewide 
assessment 

• Based on the assessment criteria and its indicators, the institutions should 
establish goals, and a schedule to meet those goals consistent with the state's 
strategic plan for meeting these objectives. 

The recommendation recognizes the importance of institutions designing assessment 
procedures based upon their own needs for information on learning outcomes and 
program effectiveness. It recommends that t::e accountability program be designed to 
assure institutional diversity in assessment. 

Annual Report Card: 

According to the new legislation, the Commission on Higher Education is to submit 
by November 15 a "report card" to the governor and legislature which will allow for 
mstitiitional comparisons. The report is to include institutional data on such criteria 
as (a) results of a learner-outcome assessment program; (b) student retention rates- 
(c) percent of lower division instructional courses taught bv full professors; (d) time 
faculty spend m student advisement; (e) placement data on -raduates; (0 longitudinal 
data on participation rates of minorities; (g) percent of graduate students with in- 
state, undergraduate degrees; (h) transfer rates from two- to four-year institutions; and 
(I) rates or placement m remedial programs at two-year schools. 
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The legislation further provides that the commission "shall make no funding 
recomixiendation, capital outlay recomjnendation, distribution or certification on behalf 
of any puHic, postsecondary institution that has not submitted the information 
required pursuant to this section." 

Primaiy Purpose: 

The primary purpose of the state's accountability program is to promote educaticual 
improvement within the institutions. Institution-based assessment is viewed as 
essential to this effort 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

The Commission on Higher Education maintains a strong statewide data base system 
that includes information on various forms of funding, costs, students and faculty, 
along with information on student migration and course activity. Its uses for 
assessment purpc ses are currently evolving. 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

The strategic plan recommends that the Commission publish an annual report of the 
statewide and institutional assessment results that are compiled through the 
accountability program. The Institutional Planning Guidelines for 1989-90 also require 
institutions to submit a report which includes plans and progress they have made m 
the area of assessment. These reports are due May 15, 1990. 

Funding: 

The strategic plan recommends that the legislature create a System Development 
Fund which would enable the Commission to provide financial incentives to 
specifically reward and encourage institutions to meet goals related to their mission, 
or state-wide objectives, such as accountability. While the legislature did not 
appropriate a System Development Fund in the 1990 session, the Commission will 
continue to seek appropriations for this resource. 

Comments; 

Efficiency and productivity are viewed as substantial factors in any quality iiiitiative 
because New Mexico's system of higher education is comparatively expensive as a 
result of its high proportion of public institution enrollments, and the large number of 
institutions relative to the state's population. New Mexico ranks 15th among the 
states in the relative cost oi its higher education system. State public education - 
both K-12 and postsecondary - accounts for about two-thirds of the annual 
expenditures in the state general fund of about $1.5 billion. 
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Contact Person: 
Rosalie A. Bindel 

Associate Executive Director for Academic Affairs 

New Mexico Commission on Higher Education 

1068 Cerrillos Road 

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501-4295 

505-827-8300 




NEW YORK 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

For "decades," institution-based assessment has been mandated by regulation of the 
New York State Education Department* 

Description of the Initiative: 

Tlie regulatory mandate reads as follov >: 

To be registered, each airriculum shall . . • sho;v evidence of careful 
planning* Institutional goals and the objectives of each curriculum and 
of all courses shall be clearly defined in writing, and a reviewing system 
shall be devised to estimate the success of students and faculty in 
achieving such goals and objectives. The content and duration of 
curricula shall be designed to implement their purposes* 

For each curriculum the institution shall designate a body of faculty who, 
with the academic officers of the institution, shall be responsible for 
setting curricular objectives, for determining the means by which 
achievement of objectives is measured, for evaluating the achievement of 
curricular objectives and for providing academic advice to students. The 
faculty shall be sufficient in number to assure breadth and depth of 
instruction and the proper discharge of all other faculty responsibilities. 
The ratio of faculty to students in each course shall be sufficient to 
assure effective instruction. 

The regulatory mandate by the State Department of Education affects all public, 
postsecondary institutions in the two majcr systems - the State University of New 
York and the City University of New York - and all independent colleges and 
universities, as well as all the proprietary, degree-granting institutions in the state. In 
addition, CUNY - which includes 10 four-year colleges and seven community colleges 
- has required a basic skilk test of all entering students since September 1978. The 
test is for placement purposes only^ and does not limit access. However, students who 
fail the basic skills test at entiy must pass it prior to their junior year. 

Primary Purpose: 

The primary purpose of institutional assessment in New York is the statewide 
improvement of undergraduate education. 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

The regulatory mandate of the Staie Department of Education is designed to foster 
assessment efforts within the institution. It is not designed to collect data for 
purposes of comparisons among the postsecondary schools. 
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Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

Results of assessment based upon the regulatory mandate are used primarily in 
program review and approval processes conducted by the Department of Education. 

Funding: 

Institutions do not receive any specific or targeted .funding for assessment. These 
activities are funded through the general institutional appropriation. 

Comments: 

-^sessment is expected to increase in importance in New York. The periodic reviews 
of institution by the Department of Education are beginning to focus more on 
outcomes" as opposed to "inputs." 

Contact Person: 
Denis F. Paul 

Assistant Commissioner for Higher Education Academic Review 
Board of Regents 

New York State Education Department 
Cultural Education Center 
Albany, New York 12230 
518-474-5851 
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NORTH CAROLINA 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

The Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) which accredits 
postsecondary institutions in the state has adopted a requirement on assessment. In 
addition, an accountability mandate was passed by the 1989-90 legislature, and the 
University of North Carolina sponsors its own set of assessment activities as well. 

Description of the Initiative: 

The SACS requirement, adopted in June 1987, is formulated as a criteria for 
"institutional effectiveness." While the effect of this criteria is not totally clear to 
member institutions, the element must be included in the self-study report institutions 
must submit to SACS to maintain accreditation. 

The legislative mandate requires the Board of Governors of the University of North 
Carolina to develop assessment plans for each of its institutions. These plans are to 
be developed and submitted to the General Assembly by January 15, 1991. The plans 
are to focus on issues of student learning and development, faculty development and 
quality, and progress towards the institutional goals. The Board shall also identify a 
number of assessment measures required on all campuses in order to ensure 
systemwide as5es«;ment. 

Institutional assessment involves a number of both new and continuing activities. For 
many years, the Board of Governors has required reviews and evaluations of the 
various departments and degree programs. Data on results of licensing examinations 
for various professions provides another source of assessment of institutional programs. 
The scope and volume of remedial coursework is also monitored and assessed for 
other purposes, such as admission policies. 

In 1977, a systemwide student tracking system was initiated which meets "assessment" 
criteria, but it was not established for this purpose. The system provides data on 
retention and graduation rates by year of entry, cohort group (freshman, lower 
division transfer, upper division transfer, masters, doctorate or first professional), race, 
sex and year of follow-up (from one to seven years following graduation). 

For nearly two decades, the University has also conducted follow-up studies of 
graduates of its 16 constituent institutions. The graduates of the classes of 1974, 
1979, 1984 and 1988 have been studied, with focus on their background, their 
employment experiences, and their plans for postgraduate or professional education. 

Within the past year, the University has also introduced a system for monitoring and 
reporting student preparation. Entering freshman are evaluated according to 
university admission requirements on the basis of their transcripts, and then the 
performance of these students is reported back to the high terms in terms of their 
compliance with the requirements. Once this reporting system is fully established in 
1990, ii is expected that the volume of remedial work the University must offer will 
significantly decline. 
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Primaiy Purpose: 



The primary purpose of the state's assessment initiatives is to publicly demonstrate the 
effectiveness of higher education to the legislature and the general public. 

Are Commoii Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

Apart from SAT scores that are required of all freshman applicants in the UNC 
system, there is no uniform testing of students attending campuses of the University of 
North Carolina system. 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

The legislative mandate requires that the accountability plans provide for annual 
assessment and a reporting of these results to both the UNC Board of Governors and 
the state legislature. 

Funding: 

There is no special, separate funding set aside for assessment. 
Comments: 

The growing interest in assessment has focused new attention on all kinds of reporting 
and momtormg activities that support assessment goals and help to measure 
educational outcomes. 

Contact Person: 

Gary Barnes 

Associate Vice President for Planning 
The University of North Carolina 
General Administration 
P.O. Box 2688 

Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27514 
919-962-1000 
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NORTH DAKOTA 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

There is no legislative nor executive mandate for assessment in North Dakota. But 
institutions and the state Board of Higher Education are involved in terms of overall 
planning for quality improvement. 

Description of the Initiative: 

Assessment is part of the state's new seven-year plan for higher education, scheduled 
to go into effect in 1990. 

The plan calls for the system and institutions to use a management approach called 
Total Quality Improvement. The purposes of the approach are similar to those of 
assessment, but it is based on the prfmise that "you cannot inspect quality into 
student learning at the end of the line." Accordingly, assessment initiatives will be 
determined locally, incorporated irjto all institutional functions, and oriented towards 
ensuring the quality of each step in the process, as well as the outcome of each 
process. 

Primaiy Purpose: 

The usual purposes of assessment, such as improvement of undergraduate education 
and accountability to the legislature and general public, are salient in the state, but 
the term "assessment" is not in use as a method of achieving these ends. 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

The state does not require any kind of uniform testing of postsecondary students. At 
this point, the ACT test is required of all incoming freshmen, but for advisory and 
placement purposes only. 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

If institutions have assessment results available, they can be used for program review 
and new program approval. 

Funding: 

Since North Dakota has no special initiative for assessment, there is no targeted 
funding set aside for it. 

Comments: 

Assessment is not a common term in use with legislators, the governor, or members 
of the Board of Higher Education. It is anticipated that any assessment or planning 
initiatives will arise at the institutional level. 
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Contact Person: 
Ellen Chaffee 

Associate Commissioner for Academic Affairs 
North Dakota P^-'j-d of Higher Education 
State Capitol Building 
Bismarck, North Dakota 58505 
701-224-2960 
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OHIO 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

A higher education assessment mandate was included in the Omnibus School Reform 
Act (SB 140) which went into effect on October 1, 1989. The bill originated with the 
governor and won legislative backing. 

Description of the Initiative: 

The bill, as initially put forth by the governor's office, would have hiked taxes on 
behalf of education, in exchange for greater accountability. While the ultimate 
increase to educativOn v/as not as much as proposed, about 4 to 5% more, the 
accountability provision was nonetheless retained in the bill. 

The tool the legislation provides for accountability is the Commission on Education 
Improvement. The commission has five members from the state Senate; five members 
from the House of Representatives, and three appointed members -- one eact bv the 
governor's office, the state Board of Regents, and the state Board of Education.'' The 
legislation provides that by January 1, 1990, the goals and objectives for higher 
education are to be articulated and reported to the Commission. 

The goals and objectives are to address five areas: (1) excellence in undergraduate 
education; (2) research; (3) job training; (4) adult literacy; and (5) access to hisher 
education. 

The indicators for measuring progress towards these objectives are to be defined and 
reported on by June 30, 1990. 

Primary Purpose: 

The primary purpose of the state's assessment initiative is accountability -- to define 
and enforce minimum standards for all sectors and institutions. 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

The particulars of Ohio's assessment initiative, including data collection, have not 
been formulated as yet. 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

The Ohio Board of Regents is to give an initial progress report to the Commission on 
Education Improvement in June 1991, and to issue reports thereafter every other year 
to the Commission. 
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Funding: 



The targeted funding for assessment that was to accompany the initiative was 
eliminated from the legislation prior to passage. As a result, assessment must be 
funded through the general appropriation for higher education. 

Comments: 

Plans are to structure the assessment initiative so as to engage faculty in the process, 
and focus on programmatic improvements. 

Contact Person: 

Ann H. Moore 

Vice Chancellor for Planning and Organizational Development 

Ohio Board of Regents 

2300 State Office fower 

Columbus, Ohio 43266-0417 

614-466-6000 
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OKLAHOMA 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

There are no specific mandates in place for postsecondary institutions in the state. 
However, the state Board of Regents is looking at assessment as part of a model 
program involving program review and research on learning styles. 

Description of the Initiative: 

Assessment is expected to increase in importance, and while there is no specific 
mandate currently in place, an initiative may evolve particularly to address issues of 
student retention and graduation. To advise the state Regents on policies for 
assessment, a joint committee composed of institutional personnel from both Student 
Affairs and Academic .Affairs has been established. 

Primary Purpose: 

The primaiy focus of assessment in Oklahoma is the improvement ♦ undergraduate 
education. 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

The state has a statewide unit record system which maintains full siudent transcripts 
including grades and course completion data. Some of the state's private institutions 
participate as well in this system. If and when an assessment program is initiated in 
Oklahoma, the unit record system may serve as a resource for tracking data and 
assimilating information. 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

Except as related to program review, institutions are not required to submit any kind 
of assessment reports to the Board of Regents. 

Funding: 

While no program is currently in place, it is envisioned that targeted funding will be 
part ol any mode) program involving assessment. 

Comments: 

As assessment is emerging in Oklahoma, the primary uses are likely to be in the 
areas of program review, approval of any new programs, and assessing individual 
performance of students. 
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Contact Person: 

Barbara Buzin 

Associate Executive Vice Chancellor 

Oklahoma Board of Regents ior Higher Education 

500 Education Building 

State Capitol Complex 

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105 

405-521-2444 
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OREGON 
Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

Currently, there is no assessment mandate in Oregon, The legislature has considered 
a few bills on the subject, but as yet none of them have passed. 

Description of the Initiative; 

While there is no current mandate, those concerned with the issue are in the early 
stages of thinking about assessment and what approaches would be most viable in the 
state. 

Primary Purpose: 

It is premature to assign a specific purpose to assessment in Oregon since no mandate 
has evolved as yet 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

There is no state-level collection of data relating to assessment currently in place in 
Oregon, 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

As there is no state-level assessment, there are currently no approval nor reporting 
requirements related to assessment. 

Funding: 

While there is no targeted funding for assessment, there is a general expectation that 
institutions will manage their resources effectively and use appropriate evaluation 
techniques. 

Comments: 

In 1990, the Office of Educational Policy and Planning is going to address issues 
related to educational results and outcomes. The primary intent of this focus will be 
to identify how increased activity Li this area can strengthen and improve 
undergraduate education and be responsive to the public. 

Contact Person: 
John G. Westine 

Coordinator of Educational Information 

Oregon Office of Educational Policy and Planning 

225 Winter Street, RE. 

Salem, Oregon 97310 

503^378-3921 
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PENNSYLVANIA 
Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

Pennsylvania has no specific mandate in place for assessment, aJthough both the 
governor and legislature have taken an interest in it. 

Description of the Initiaiive: 

While no mandates exist, institution-based assessment is emerging on campus with 
encouragement from such groups as American Association for Higher Education, the 
Middle States Association of Colleges and Schools (an accrediting body), and 
Education Commission of the States. Interest in assessment is also increasing because 
of the growing general interest in accountability for academic outcomes. 

Comments: 

Staff and members of the state Board of Education, the Department of Education, the 
institutions, and the legislature are attempting to become better informed about 
assessment in order to respond to nascent pressure to explore common measurement 
of outcomes across ail institutions. 

Contact Person: 

Peter H. Garland 

Director, Academic Programs 

State Department of Education 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 

333 Market Street 

Harrisburg, Pennsylvai^^a 17126 

717-787-4313 




PUERTO RICO 
Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

There is no specific mandate for assessment in Puerto Rico, but new and revised 
policies both at the ooard and institutional levels indicate an orientation towards 
assessment. 

Desc; option of the Initiative: 

Provisions relating to assf.ssment are included in both the newly-revised regulations foi 
licensure and accreditation of private institutions, and procedures for program 
approval and review in the public institution. 

In the public institution - the University of Puerto Rico - a policy statement 
regarding what a baccalaureate experience should provide has been produced and 
circulated. 

In terms of the use of assessment within the framework of policy review, the process 
of internal review by each campus is already underway. 

Primaiy Purpose: 

The major purpose of assessment is to stimulate curricular action and attention at the 
institutional level. The whole issue of assessment in Puerto Rico is being treatec 
primarily as an academic issue and not an accountabiHty issue. 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

There is no collection of common assessment data of Puerto Rico postsecondaiy 
students. However, entering students take a modified, Spanish version of the SAT 
which was prepared by the Puerto Rico College Board. 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

In Puerto Rico, assessment is being engaged in through the program review and 
approval process for public institutions, and the licensure process for private 
institution^. 

FuindiAg: 

Assessment is not specifically funded, but is considered in terms of other functions 
within the appropriation for higher education. 
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Comments: 

The involvement of the chancellor of the University of Puerto Rico has been "crucial" 
m advancing assessment as a tool towards improving undergraduate education, and 
recognizmg its value as well in the area of student persistence and retention. 

An insiitution-based approach to assessment is prefeiTed in Puerto Rico. On a larger 
scale, data coUection and processing would be impractical and costly. A large data 
base that would support an assessment etjrt is not currently in place, but the use of 
Integrated Postiecondaiy Education Data System (IPEDS) reports for this purpose is 
being explored. ^ ^ 

Contact Person: 

Ismael Ramirez-Soto 
Executive Director 
Council on Higher E. ucation 
Box 23305, UPR Station 
San Juan, Puerto Rico 00931 
809-758-3350 
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RHODE ISLAND 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

Th^ Rhode Island i3oard of Governors for Higher Education mandated in December 
1988 use of outcome measures as one of several indicators to be used m its 
institutional review process. 

Description of the Initiative: 

The mandate to use outcome measures was incorporated into the board's policy on 
Quality in Higher Education. Program and Institutional Review Processes that was 
originally adopted in June 1986. According to the policy, institutional reviews are to 
be conducted every three years through the state's Office of Higher Education. 

The outcome measures specified in the policy ask institutions to provide information 
on student retention rates and the results of any value-added assessment techniques 
that are in place or planned. The policy also requests performance data, such as 
entrance, retention and exit standards, within students' major fields, as well as teacher 
education. Also requested as part of this process is student performance data that is 
returned to the high school from which the student graduated, and data based on 
follow-up of graduates, and student/alumni satisfaction surveys. 

While these particular indicators are named, they are not all specifically required. 
The responsibility for selecting and reporting on the quality indicators rests with the 
institution. 

Primary Purpose: 

The primary purpose of the board's assessment initiative is to secure better 
information on what institutions are doing. 

Are C immon Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

There is no common testing or assessment data collected across all institutions. The 
institutions are responsible for developing their own assessment indicators reflective of 
their own role and mission. 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

Assessment plans^ are not required from the institution, but reporting on outcome 
measures is required as part of the institutional review process conducted every three 
years. 

Funding: 

Institutions must use existing resources to comply with the board policy. 
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Comments: 



It appears that more kinds of assessment are occurring at the institutior^U level than 
was previously realized. 

Contact Person: 

Cynthia V.L. Ward 

Associate Commissioner of Highr. Education 
Board of Governors for Higher Education 
199 Promenade Street, Suite 208 
Providence, Rhode Island 02908 
401-277-2088 
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SOUTH CAROLINA 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

Assessment was initiated through the liouth Carolina Commission on Higher 
Education in a broad policy document called The Cutting Edge adopted in October 
1987. This policy document was largely adopted into law in 1988 (See South Carolina 
State Code 59-103 and 59-104). 

Description of the Initiative: 

The assessment initiative of the higher education reform act requires institutions to 
establish and maintain a system of educational effectiveness, and to specifically 
provide for measures of student achievement. In accordance with this directive, the 
Commission has outlined a set of components that are to be addressed by the 
institutional plans. They include assessment in the areas of (a) general education; 
(b) in the major or concentration; (c) through licensing and certification exams; 
(d; external program evaluations; (e) alumni follow-up studies; (f) entry-level skills; 
(g) compliance with admission standards; (h) remedial and developmental programs; 
(i) achievement of students transferring from two- to four-year institutions; 
(j) retention and attrition data; (k) minority participation rates for both faculty and 
students; (1) academic performance of student athletes; (m) assessment of student 
development based on extra-curricular criteria; (n) library usage; (o) administrative 
and financial processes; (p) physical plant; (q) public service involvement; and (r) 
academic research. 

Using the at jve co.nponents as a design, institutions are each to submit to the 
Commission a "Plan for Assessing Institutional Effectiveness" by January 1, 1990. The 
institutions are to report annually on implementation of the assessment components, 
with full initial reporting on all elements by 1991-92. 

While assessment is mandated by legislation and guided by elements described by the 
Commission, it is expected that the institutions will take full ownership of their design 
and develop, nent. The guidelines say: 

To be meaningful, the assessment of institutional effectiveness is to be 
ongoing and is a shared responsibility between administrators and faculty. 
The collfcje or university community must take ownership in the process 
and be committed to learning and improving collectively through the 
careful analysis of assessment data. Information generated by assessment 
should become an integral part of the institution's planning process. 

Primary Purpose: 

The primary purpose of the state's assessment initiative is to improve the quality of 
education with accountability as a secondary benefit. 
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Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

Institutions in the state maintain data records to comply with the state's program on 
equity and access. Institutions are also to use a modified NCAA reporting form to 
report on academic performance of athletes, but there is no statewide collection of 
testmg or other assessment data at this point. 

Is Renorting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

M institutions are to submit an annual report on the assessment of institutional 
effectiveness prior to July 1 of each year. As of January 1990, all 33 public 
postsecondary institutions had submitted institutional effectiveness plans. The first set 
of institutional effectiveness plans was submitted to the Commission on Higher 
Education in June 1989. A summary report on these plans was published in January 

Notably, the South Carolina leporting process places responsibility on the institutions 
to describe how they interpret and use assessment data rather than to just report such 
data. This process is considered a key component towards translating simple reporting 
ot information into actions for improvement. 

Funding: 

Institutions do not each receive special funding for assessment, but there has been 
some project funding for assessment. The state and the federal Fund for the 
Improvement of Postsecondary Education (FIPSE) have funded pilot projects and an 
assessment network housed at Winthrop College. 

Comments: 

The assessment initiative in South Carolina is part of a comprehensive effort tied 
heavily to planning and aimed broadly at institutional effectiveness, not just the 
measurement of student outcomes. 

Contact Person: 

Alan S. Krech 

Associate Commissioner for Planning and Special Projects 

Commission on Higher Education 

1333 Main Street, Suite 300 

Columbia, South Carolina 29201 

803-253-6267 
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SOUTH DAKOTA 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

The South Dakota Board of Regents adopted a far-reaching assessment program in 
1984 that involved testing of freshmen and sophomores with American College Testing 
(ACT) instruments, and seniors with a variety of instruments. The prescribed testing 
was dropped in 1987 due to failure of funding and to reflect recommendations from , 
an assessment committee that said assessment should flow from institutional needs 
and concerns. 

Description of the Initiative: 

The revised assessment program was launched in the spring of 1987, and continues to 
address the need for assessment of universally-accepted competencies. It also allows 
for greater institutional autonomy in the selection of assessment instruments for 
specific academic programs and/or outcomes. 

Primaiy Purpose: 

The primary purpose of the state's assessment initiative is to provide internal rather 
than external accountability, i.e. to ensure that the curriculum is producing the desired 
result from the faculty's perspective, although the results may also be used for 
external accountability purposes. 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

There are no common assessment instruments in use in the current assessment 
program. 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of \ssessment Initiatives? 

Institutions are required to report to the Board of Regents on their assessment 
efforts, but not according to any kind of prescribed schedule. 

Funding: 

A $5 per semester student fee went into effect in 1985 in order to fund the state's 
initial efforts in the area of student assessment. Student fees and an internal 
reallocation of resources also fund the revised assessment initiative which is currently 
in effect. 

Comments: 

The initiatives have generate j significant activity in the area of assessment, and it is 
currently being tied to other existing evaluations, such as program review, 
accreditation criteria and state accountability reports. 
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Contact Person: 



Mike Hillman 

Director of Academic Affairs 
South Dakota Board of Regents 
207 East Capitol Avenue 
Pierre, South Dakota 57501-2408 
605-773-5320 



TENNESSEE 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

The current assessment initiative in Tennessee is incorporated into a set of goals for 
all levels of public education called Tennessee Challenge 2000 which was adopted into 
legislation in April 1989. It specifically directs the Tennessee Higher Education 
Commission to establish both long and short-term goals for higher education. 

Description of the Initiative: 

According to the new Challenge legislation, the THEC staff is to work cooperatively 
with the institutional governing boards to develop long-term quantifiable goals for 
Tennessee higher education which are also to reflect qualitative improvements in 
higher education- Following passage of ihe legislation in April 1989, an advisory 
conmiittee was created to assist in the development of these goals and objectives. 
The Commission adopted a final version of these goals and objectives on April 20, 
1990, and they were submitted to the Special Joint Committee of the legislature on 
April 30, 1990 for both review and approval. 

Chief sponsor of this legislation was Representative John Bragg, who also sponsored 
another mandate to higher education that was in effect fi-om 1984-89. The prior 
mandate articulated 14 distinct goals and the method for measurement of each of 
them. The current Challenge initiative creates a process allowing greater involvement 
in goal formulation and measurement from the THEC and the institutions which must 
accomplish the objectives. 

Of the "Legislative Benchmarks" in effect from 1984-89, those that relate to 
assessment include increasing retention rates; increasing average scores of students and 
graduates on such standardized tests as the ACT, SAT, NTE, GRE, ACT-Comp, and 
professional licensing examinations; enlarging library holdings; attracting greater 
funding for research and public service programs; increasing rates of job placement 
for vocational graduates; matching vocational offerings to the occupational 
opportunities in the school's particular geographic area; eliminating college credit for 
remedial education, and reducing the number of remedial courses offered at technical 
institutes and community colleges. 

In addition to the use of the legislative benchmarks, Tennessee has also established 
use of performance funding to reward institutions who can successfully demonstrate 
improvement. The interest in "pay-for-performance" -arose as early as 1975 in 
Tennessee when a pilot project was conducted on ways to assess college performance. 
About half the state's colleges and universities participated in the project - funded 
primarily through foundations - which continued until 1978. 

The first state Performance Funding plan was launched in 1979. It embodied multiple 
assessment approaches, and allowed institutions to earn up to 1% of their state 
"appropriation by competing against their own past record. Until 1982, the primary 
emphasis was on implementing an assessment plan that met state guidelines, and 
allowing baselines for measurement to be firmly established. Then in 1983, the state 
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introduced new guidelines that increased requirements for demonstrating improvement 
while at the same time increasing the budgetary incentives from 2 to 5% of the 
institution's state appropriation. 

Other initiatives to address institutional quality include the "Centers of Excellence" 
program proposed by the governor in 1983, and the "Chairs of Excellence" program 
promoted shortly thereafter by the legislature. These quality improvements in 
education were funded in part by a penny increase in the state sales tax which was 
adopted m 1984. 

Primaiy Purpose: 

The primaiy purpose of Tennessee's assessment initiative is the statewide improvement 
of undergraduate education. 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

Based on the state's early efforts in assessment, there is a wide assortment of test and 
other data collected on students. The state engages in um'form statewide testing of 
entering students for puiposes of assessing basic skills. While there is no "rising 
jumor test, all seniors must take the ACT comp for schools to participate in the 
Performance Funding program. Also, every institution must survey alumni every two 
years using a common instrument developed by a statewide task force. The state also 
collects commonly-defined retention information for all institutions based on a 
statewide umt record system. 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

The five-year objectives based on the Legislative Benchmarks from 1984-89 required 
statewide approval and reporting, and the Challenge 2(^0 goals mandate a siirillar 
process. The new Challenge legislation passed in April 1989 requires the THEC to 
submit Its initial progress report towards achievement of the new institutional goals to 
a special joint legislative committee. Formulated with the help of an advisory 
committee, THEC submitted a final version of the new goals and objectives to the 
special joint committee on April 30, 1990. 

In order to receive funds under the Performance Funding program, institutions are 
required to demonstrate improvement to the THEC and the legislature which also 
involves a reporting and approval process. 

Funding: 

The Performance Funding program allowed institutions up to 2% more of its state 
appropriation through 1982 if it met its assessment goals. The budgetaiy incentive 
was increased to 5% in 1983. 
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Comments: 



Despite heavy involvement in assessment for many years, its importance is nonetheless 
expected to increase with the development of specific goals and annual benchmarks 
formulated in response to the Challenge 2000 legislation. 

Contact Person: 

Donald Goss 

Director of Assessment and Program Review 

Tennessee Higher Education Commission 

404 James Robertson Parkway 

Parkway Towers, Suite 1900 

Nashville, Tennessee 37219 

615-741-6230 



TEXAS 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

pe state legislature mandated a basic skills testing program in its 1987 session which 
has become known as the Texas Academic Skills Program (TASP). In the same 
session, the legislature approved an incentive and initiative funding program with 
assessment" as one criterion for receiving funding, and a five-year review of quality 
and productivity of all doctoral programs in the state. 

Description of the Initiative: 

pe TASP became effective in the fall of 1989. It requires that all incoming 
freshmen take the Texas Academic Skills Test after they are accepted as students, and 
''t ®. .^^*^°,°P^®^® semester hours of college-level courses. If the institution 
offers imtial placement testing, students are allowed to take up to 15 hours of coUege- 
level coursework before they are required to take the Test. There are three parts to 
the test: reading, writing and mathematics. Until ail parts of the test are passed 
students must continuously partidpate in remediating needed areas. Students must 
pass all parts of the test before completing 60 semester hours of college-level 
coursework or they will be limited to only remedial and lower division courses before 
they can receive a certificate or Associate degree. 

Students who entered college in the fall of 1989 were exempt from the TASP test if 
they had earned at least three semester hours of college-level credit prior to that 
time. As a result, enrollment in community colleges rose 22% in the summer of '89 
over the pnor year. Due to this and some other exemptions, only 18.4% of 
oommumty college freshmen took the test in fall 1989, and only 39% of the entering 
freshmen at four-year institutions were recorded as taking the test. Due to the 

Kng t°he TlsTTntelk/; 1990^"^'' ^'^^ ' ^"""^^^^ ^"^"^^ ^" 

pe incentive and funding initiative passed in 1987, and was reauthorized by the 1989 
effect^^"''^' "° ^"^'"^ attached to it in either biennium, so it is not in 

The study of doctoral programs offered by public postsecondary institutions is ongoing, 
and the report is expected in December 1992. 

Elements of the TASP and related initiatives remain under study and continual 
review. The Commissioner of the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board 
appointed an Advisoiy Committee on Undergraduate Education following passage of 
the 1987 legislation. The advisoiy commission largely consisted of membership from 
the universities and community colleges. That committee addressed issues raised by 
the legislation through three working groups on (1) assessment; (2) the core 
curriculum; and (3) feedback, i.e., reporting, of the TASP results. 
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Primary Purpose: 



The primaiy purpose of TASP and related initiatives is the statewide improvement of 
undergraduate education and improved retention to graduation. 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

The state board collects four types of information on each freshman student based on 
a imif-record system: (1) remedial coursework or other remedial intervention, such as 
tutoring, in which the student is engaged; (2) the basis for remediation, such as a 
diagnostic placement test or TASP Test result; (3) the TASP Test score; and (4) the 
student's GPA, and their particular grades in the first college-level math and English 
courses in which they have enrolled. These results (both in aggregate and individual 
form) are forwarded to the Texas Education Agency, which sends the student 
performance data to the students' high school. 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

With the TASP Test and related information forming the basis of a student record 
system, the state Coordinating board will collect information on students throughout 
their college careers. This information will be used to evaluate the effectiveness of 
remediation and advising that is required, and will assist with compiling student 
retention, transfer and graduation rates. 

Funding; 

The 1989 legislature granted public postsecondary institutions $22 million for 
development of remedial activities, such as tutoring and learning centers in addition to 
$70.5 million generated by formula funding for remedial coursework for the 1990-91 
biennium. 

Comments: 

At this point in time, no widespread program to assess all of public postsecondary 
undergraduate education is planned, although pilot projects on assessment have been 
recommended by the Subcommittee on Assessment. A report of the Subcommittee on 
Core Curriculum has been received by the Coordinating Board and recommended to 
all public institutions of higher education for their use in further developing and 
evaluating their Core Curriculum. Institutions are to evaluate their Core Curriculum 
every five years and report the results of the evaluation to the Coordinating Board 
beginning in May 1991. 
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Contact Person: 



Bill D. Jobe 
Program Director 

Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board 
P.O. Box 12788, Capitol Station 
Austin, Texas 78711 
512462-6400 




UTAH 

Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

A policy advocating institutional assessment to improve educational quality was 
approved by the State Board of Regents in its 1986 Utah System of Higher Education 
Master Plan. 

Description of the Initiative: 

Tlie poli<y adopted by the Regents provides the state board will continue to set broad 
directions and objectives for improvement, but allows that the institutions will retain 
responsibility for specific implementation of any assessment initiative. 

The policy notes that much assessment is akeady going on through entrance exams, 
licensing and graduate school exams, and surveys on job placement and employer 
satisfaction surveys. The poli(y reviews current assessment procedures that are 
underway in other states, and says an appropriate assessment system should be 
developed on each campus. 

While eschewing mandated standardized testing, the policy suggests as possible 
alternatives such techniques as (1) "Value-added" student outcome assessment; (2) 
assessment of "cognitive learm'ng" and "skill development"; (3) professional or field- 
related assessment at graduation; (4) student opinion surveys regarding their 
college/university experience; (5) opinion surveys of non-returning students, including 
their reasons for learning; (6) career and placement records; and (7^ longitudinal 
assessment of student perceptions of their higher education five years or more after 
graduation. 

The staff of the state board is currently preparing an interim progress report on how 
institutions are faring in the area of assessment. Otherwise, the institutions are 
expected to report to the board every five years on their implementation of 
assessment procedures. 

Primaiy Purpose: 

The primary purpose of assessment in Utah is to stimulate curricular action and 
attention at the institutional level. 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

Institutions are responsible for establishing assessment initiatives in Utah. There is no 
common, statewide collection of assessment data. 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

Institutions are expected to report to the State Board every five years on the 
development and implementation of their assessment plans and procedures. 
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Funding: 

Institutions are expected to fund assessment with existing resources and current 
appropnations. 

Comments: 

Assessment has become incorporated imo the state's strategic planning process, but it 
remains too early to teli what eventual impact it will have on the educational process. 

Contact Person: 
Cecilia H. Foxley 

Associate Commissioner for Academic Affairs 

Utah State Board of Regents 

3 Triad Center, #550 

355 West North Temple 

Salt Lake City, Utah 84180-1205 

801-538-5247 
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VERMONT 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

\'ermont does not have a statewide governing board nor have there been legislative 
mandates regarding assessment. Assessment efforts are largely directed by the 
institutions and their own trustees. 

Description of the Initiative: 

The board of trustees of the Vermont State Colleges - which includes five public 
postsecondary institutions, but not the University of Vermont - maintains two specific 
policies related to assessment. They are board policies on (1) program review and 
approval, and (2) basic skills testing and appropriate follow-up for individual students. 

Program review is conducted once every five years at each of the five colleges. As 
part of this review, programs within each college are expected to collect and describe 
performance or outcomes information as is appropriate. Information may include 
major field outcomes, student satisfaction, employer satisfaction, test results, etc. 

Since 1979, the board of trustees has required basic skills testing of all entering 
students with appropriate placement and programs of instruction. 

In addition, the regional accrediting agency, the New England Association of Schools 
and Colleges, also requires thorough self-study and reporting once every 10 years. 
Most often there are also more firequent "focused" studies. 

Primaiy Purpose: 

The primary purpose of the activities related to assessment is the improvement of 
undergraduate education. 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

The five colleges in the VSC system are presently sharing information about basic 
skills testing, student progress, retention, etc. 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

Reports on program self-study and review are required by the VSC Board of Trustees. 
Special program review activities may also occur outside the regular five-year cycle. 

Funding: 

There are no appropriations relaced specifically to assessment activities. 
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Comments: 



The emphasis on assessment at VSC has increased in the past few years. The issue 
has focused more attention on institutional effectiveness and student outcomes, as 
opposed to assuming certain outcomes based upon the college environment. 

Contact Person: 

Jeanie W. Crosby 
Director of Academic Affairs 
Vermont State Colleges 
P.O. Box 359 

Waterbuiy, Vermont 05676 
802-241-2520 
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VIRGINIA 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

The legislature initiated an assessment policy in 1986 when it directed all public 
institutions in the state "to establish assessment programs to measure student 
achievement" in Senate Joint Resolution 83. 

Description of the Initiative: 

The legislative mandate directed the State Council of Higher Education in Virgim'a to 
spearhead the effort by establishing assessment guidelines in cooperation with 
institutions in the state. 

As a result, SCHEV published assessment guidelines in April 1987. The guidelines 
encouraged institutions to use multiple indicators of assessment, such as: 

• Absolute measures of student learning (such as measured by achievement tests) 
or a "value-added" approach. 

• Existing information, such as that pertaining to admissions, retention and 
graduation rates; community college transfer rates; licensing and certification 
examinations; job placement and alumni. 

• New, faculty-developed assessment . measures. 

• Basic skills testing and evaluating the success of remediation. 

Institutions needed at least to assess students in the major and general education, 
survey alumni, assess the success of remediation, and provide information on their 
graduates* success to feeder high schools and community colleges. The guidelines 
allowed the institutions to develop their assessment plans, but a gubernatorial directive 
established in May 1987 that institutions would be eligible for incentive funding for 
the 1988-90 biennium on the basis of whether or not they had an "adequate student 
assessment plan." By June 30 of that year, less than two months later, all institutions 
had submitted an assessment plan to the SCHEV. Although some required some 
revision, all were eventually judged adequate. 

Based on the institutional budgets, funds averaging $12 per full-time student were 
granted to the institutions to implement assessment procedures. The institutions 
submitted progress reports in 1988, and in 1989 full reports on the results of the first 
biennium of assessment. The state now enters in 1990-92 its second full biennium of 
institutional funding and programming for assessment. ' 

Summary results of the institutional assessment efforts have been incorporated into 
the biennial Virginia Pl an for Higher Education . The plan reports that a wide scope 
of assessment activity has been undertaken, with overall enthusiasm, generally strong 
commitment to the process, and results that have been used, in many cases, to 
improve curricula. 



Primaiy Purpose: 



The primaiy purpose of the state's assessment initiative is to stimulate curricular 
action and attention at the institutional level. 

ATij Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

There is no common collection of data, although efforts to track retention and success 
rates of students transferring from two-year to four-year schools have increased as a 
result of assessment. 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

Originally, all assessment plans were approved by the SCHEV, working with a group 
of external consultants, in tiie latter half of 1988. Annual progress reports will not 
require formal Council approval, but will be reviewed and commented on by SCHEV 
staff. Biennial reporting of results will be reviewed by Council staff and external 
consultants. 

Funding: 

In 1988-90, the state appropriated $4.4 million ($2,962,100 from the general fund) for 
the biennium for institutional assessment. This money has, in the 1990-92 budget, 
been incorporated into the institutions' base budgets. Institutions have in many cases 
made significant, additional contributions. 

Comments: 

While the legislative agenda initially turned on public accountability, the assessment 
agenda as pursued by SCHEV is primarily focused on the improvement of 
undergraduate teaching and learning. 

Contact Person: 
Margaret A. Miller 

Assistant Director for Academic Affairs 
State Council of Higher Education 
James Monroe Building 
101 North Fourteenth Street 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 
804-225-2627 
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WASfflNGTON 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

The state has no legislative mandate concerning assessment, cut the State Higher 
Education Coordinating Board has shown leadership in this area« 

Description of the Initiative: 

Assessment is an inherent part of the four cornerstones of the HECB's Master Plan 
for higher education, which are: (1) increased access in urban areas; (2) a new basis 
of funding; (3) performance evaluation of institutions; and (4) strengthened admission 
standards. 

As adopted originally in 1987 and modified in May 1989, the Board's policy on 
assessment directs institutions ' J develop multidimensional performance evaluation 
programs. Four-year institutions are responsible for developing assessment of the 
baccalaureate degree and^ graduate program experiences by means appropriate to each 
institution's curriculunL These are expected to include assessment of student 
competencies in composition and computation, and end-of-program assessment as well 
as integration of baseline data and program reviews into institutional assessment. 

The policy also provides that institutions are expected to survey alumni about their 
level of satisfaction with their educational experience, and employers about their 
satisfaction with their employees' college preparation. 

Based on these objectives, the institutions conducted pilot studies in the 1987-88 and 
1988-89 academic years to assess the usefulness and validity of nationally normed tests 
for communication, computation, and critical thinking skills which were administered 
to students in the second semester of their sophomore year. 

At the end of the pilot testing the Board concluded that a standardized test of this 
type is inappropriate; thus the Board moved to an alternative approach which 
encourages institutional flexibility within a framework of statewide objectives. 

Institutions submitted their plans to the HECB in October 1989 and will provide 
progress reports to the Board twice yearly. 

Primaiy Purpose: 

The primary purpose of the state's assessment initiative is the statewide improvement 
of undergraduate education. 

Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 

There currently is no statewide collection of common test results or other information. 
However, members of four-year institutions will use common items to survey alumni 
as to their satisfaction with their postsecondary education. 
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Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

Institutioiial plans were tentatively accepted by the HECB in October 1990; twice- 
yearly reports are expected from each pubUc four-year institution and the community 
college system. 

Funding: 

For the 1989-90 biennium, the 1988 legislature appropriated $400,000 to each of the 
state's public four-year institutions for the development and implementation of 
assessment procedures, and $400,000 to the state's community colleges as a whole for 
this purpose. The Board supports inaei ants of funding over a total of four biennia 
(ei^t years) to achieve a level of funding equal to the 75th percentile of peer 
institutions at both senior institutions and community colleges. 

Comments: 

Assessment is part of a larger effort to improve public postsecondary education in the 
state which has resulted in a major infusion of new fimds from the legislature since 



In general, the focus of assessment in Washington is moving from "mom'toring" and 
"accountability" to use of more creative measmes of assuring quality instruction and 
institutional renewal. 

Contact Person: 

Hugh Walkup 

Associate Director for Institutional Research and Policy 

Higher Education Coordinating Board 

917 Lakeridge Way, GV-11 

Olympia, Washington 98504 

206-586-6734 



106 110 



WEST VIRGINIA 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

The West Virgima Board of Regents adopted a resolution in June of 1988 declaring a 
need for system emphasis on assessment The Board then appointed a special Task 
Force to study assessment, and recommend appropriate courses of action* A small 
stipend was also allocated to support assessment initiatives. 

Description of the Initiative: 

As organized and created by the former Board of Regents, the Task Force included a 
diverse membership of administrators, facul^, students and classified employees. As 
of July % 1989,. the governance structure of West Virginia higher education was 
reorganized under two new boards — the trustees of the University of West Virginia 
and the directors of the State College System. As a result, the Task Force was 
renamed the Assessment Council, and its membership was reconstituted through 
appointments made 1^ the two chancellors of the two new systems. However, the 
group retains its original chair and mai^ of the original members, and maintains its 

• diverse membership. 

The Task Force got off the ground in July 1988 with a meeting featuring a specialist 
in assessment which involved a thorough briefing on the history and literature of the 
issue. The Task Force also adopted a set of goals and principles, and used its 
stipend to fund pilot assessment projects during the 1988-89 school year at Concord 
College, Fairmont State College, West Virginia Northern Community College, and 
Glenville State College. A thorough summary and analysis of assessment activities 
currently underway at pubUc colleges and universities was also developed based upon 
institutional reports on assessment requested by the Task Force. 

In August 1989, the Task Force developed further recommendations on assessment 
based upon a review of their activities and studies of the issue. With minor 
modifications, these recommendations were subsequently adopted by the two new 
boards in the states. The boards agreed to the following major objectives for 
institutions with these recommendations: 

• Each public college and university is urged to develop a five-year 
comprehensive assessment program, which is compatible with its mission and 
educational objectives. Prelirmnary focus should be on learning outcomes. 

• Each institution should identify available assessment data and designate 
personnel responsible for the direction of- the campus assessment program. 

. Emphasis should be placed on the use of available data by academic advisers 
and counselors. 

• Inter-campus dialogue should be fostered which will provide two-year colleges 
with data regarding the academic performance of their graduates at four-year 
schools. University personnel should provide two and four-year schools with 
data regarding the academic performance of their graduates. 
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Ji terms of system recomEiendatioas, the boards also agreed to move ahead and seek 
funds for assessment from stale, federal and private agency sources. 

To further the s'iate*s assessment agenda, David Lutz, who directs the area of 
Assessment Services and Surveys for the American CoUege Testing Sendee wiU be 
addressing the state Assessment Council in May 1990. In addition, the Co'uncii will 
be sponsormg an assessment workshop in the fall of 1990 to help further disseminate 
mformation on the components of a successful institutional model for assessment 

Contact Person; 

Suzanne T. Siiyder, Chair 
West Virginia Higher Education 
Council on Assessment 
Fine Arts Division 
Fairmont State College 
Fairmont, West Virginia 26554 
304-367-4248: 



WISCONSIN 



Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

As a result of the state government's review of the University of Wisconsin's 1987-89 
biennial budget request, UW System President Kenneth Shaw and Governor Tomn^ 
Thompson agreed that the UW System should undertake a major assessment initiative. 
The 1991-92 academic year was targeted for the initiation of a systemwide assessment 
program. 

Description of the Initiative; 

In fall 1987, President Shaw appointed the University of Wisconsin System Assessment 
and Testing Advisory Coimcil and charged the Council with developing a systemwide 
approach to assessment The Council, which included representatives from all UW 
System institutions, submitted its report and recommendations to UW System 
Administration in November 1988. Based on the Council's report and responses to 
the report by the U&W System campuses. President Shaw issued a set of 10 
recommendations on assessment in July 1989. 

The first recommendation to be implemented is to assess the verbal and quantitative 
skills of undergraduate students at the end of the sophomore year. Institutions are 
d'^.veloping assessment procedures appropriate for ±eir individual missions and will 
begin to assess students at the end of the sophomore year during the 1991-92 
academic year. The state has provided no new funding for this assessment effort, and 
the UW System institutions are responsible for providing the necessaiy resources. 

In addition to developing a systemwide approach to assessment, the UW System 
funded assessment pilot projects at six UW System campuses in the 1988-89 academic 
year. Four of ±es^ projects received continuation funding in 1989-90. 

Implementation of a comprehensive assessment program in the UW System continues. 
President Shaw currently is developing a paper outlining current and fiiture initiatives 
for presentation to the Board of Regents. 

Primary Purpose: 

The priniary purpose of the UW System's assessment initiative is to strengthen 
academic programs and enhance student learning at all UW System campuses. 
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Are Common Data or Test Results Collected Across the State? 



Some common data or test results are collected across the University of Wisconsin 
System. Beginning with the 1989-90 freshmen class, aU new freshmen are required to 
take the American CoUege Testing Assessment for admission to UW System 
msututioas. For the past several years, most UW System institutions have 
administered English, mathematics, and foreign language placement tests developed by 
systemwide facjlty committees. A UW System Working Group on Basic 
Competencies recently developed a statement of competencies m English and 
mathematics expected of all students entering UW System institutions. All UW 
System institutions will be expected to assess incoming students' competencies for 
placement in coUege-level or remedial English and mathematics courses. Students' 
scores on the ACT mathematics and English tests will serve as a screening device 
and each institution wiU be responsible for determining the specific, instruments and 
performance criteria to be used for further assessment of these competencies. 

Is Reporting or Approval Required of Assessment Initiatives? 

The UW System institutions will be expected to report data on both remedial 
education placement and results of sophomore year assessment once these programs 
are in place. Data coUection and reportmg for remedial education win begin in the 
fell of 1990. The sophomore year assessment will begin the 1991-92 academic year. 

Funding: 

While legislative funding for assessment has not been forthcoming, the University of 
Wisconsin System Administration provided $25,000 to fimd pUot projects in assessment 
in the 1998-89 academic year and an additional $13,500 for continuation of some of 
those pflot projects in 1989-90. For the past several years, the UW System also has 
provided finanaal support for the development and use of the UW System placement 
tests m mathematics and English. 

Comments: 

As a result of the University of Wisconsin System's initiatives in assessment, the 
Board of Regents, administrators, and faculty throughout the UW System are more 
aware of how assessment can help improve the quality of academic programs and 
enhance student learm'ng. 

Contact Person: 

Vice President for Academic Affairs 
University of Wisconsin System 
1620 Van Hise Hall 
1200 Linden Drive 
Madison, Wisconsin 53706 
608-262-8778 
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WYOMING 
Origins of Assessment Interest in the State: 

The Wyoming Community College Commission has no specific assessment initiative, 
but does require curricular review and evaluation. 

Description of the Initiative: 

The "results of the review and evaluation required by the commum*ty college 
commission are used primarily for program-review purposes, and expected to address 
the general education curricula. 

Primaiy Purpose: 

The primary purpose of review and evaluation is to stimulate curricular attention and 
action at the institutional level. 

Comments: 

Generally, assessment and related issues are expected to increase in importance in the 
coming year or two. 

Contact Person: 

Helen M. Kitchens 

Interim Director 

Community College Commission 

122 West 25th Street 

Herschler Building, 2W 

Cheyenne, Wyoming 82001 

307-777-7763 
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